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ABSTRACT
This study investigates migrant and non-migrant fertility 
differences and the relationship between migration and fertility in 
Guyana. Some attempts are also made to verify the relevance or 
applicability of the major models seeking to explain the 
migration-fertility relationship.
In this study, fertility was found to be negatively associated with 
the degree of urbanization. Even the fertility of migrants was found to 
be negatively related to the degree of urbanization at both places of 
origin and destination. The degree of urbanization at destination 
areas, however, appeared to have the greater influence. In this regard, 
also, the influence of urban areas, particularly Georgetown, in 
depressing migrant fertility, was particularly evident.
In view of the firmly established negative relationship between the 
fertility of migrants and urbanization at destination areas, there was 
relatively strong support for the "selectivity" hypothesis. There was 
also some suggestion that migrants may have selected destination areas 
in which the levels of fertility were similar to their own preferences. 
Greater validity was given to this supposition by the observation that 
compared with non-migrants in each residential category, the fertility 
of migrants originating therefrom was lower or higher, depending on 
whether there were greater levels of urbanization at particular 
destination areas, compared to origins. Although these findings could 
have been interpreted to suggest that migrants were adapting to 
fertility norms at destination, further analysis indicated that this was 
not necessarily the case.
Some support was also found for the "adaptation" and "disruption" 
hypothesis. In the case of the Georgetown destination area, there was 
some suggestion of adaptation of migrant to non-migrant fertility. The 
findings also suggest some disruptions to migrant fertility in 
Georgetown. In the case of Other Urban and Rural destination areas,
Vadaptation of migrant to non-migrant fertility was less evident. In the 
analysis of migration streams, in confirmation of the above-mentioned 
general findings, some adaptation of migrant to non-migrant fertility 
appeared to be evident for the rural-to-Georgetown migrant stream. Even 
though generally there appeared to be little evidence in support of 
adaptations of migrant to non-migrant fertility in Rural Areas, among 
rural-to-rural migrants, there was some indication of adaptation to 
non-migrant fertility, while among the Georgetown-to-rural migrants, 
adaptation was less evident. As suggested by some of the findings 
already mentioned, adaptation of migrant to non-migrant fertility did 
not occur uniformly in all destination areas, or among all migrant 
streams.
The analysis also indicates that the migration-fertility 
relationship, may be different for Georgetown and Other Urban, as 
opposed to Rural Areas. Among the findings that gave rise to this 
supposition was the fact that generally migation to Pural Areas 
appeared to be selective of higher fertility migrant groups, while 
migration to Georgetown appeared to be associated with the selection of 
lower fertility migrant groups.
Since the fertility of migrants to Georgetown was found to be below 
that of Georgetown non-migrants, the overall effect of migration to 
Georgetown, according to the findings, was not to increase the levels of 
fertility in Georgetown. Indeed, since these migrants originated from 
higher fertility areas, the total effect of migration to the city was 
to lower the levels of fertility in the country as a whole. In the case 
of Other Urban and Pural Areas, total migrant fertility was at higher 
levels compared to non-migrants. As a result, the total effect is to 
increase overall levels of fertility in those areas.
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1CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Importance of the study
Among third world countries, grave concern is being increasingly 
expressed over rising levels of urbanization and general maldistribution 
of population. In a population enquiry conducted by the United Nations 
in 1978, of the twenty-seven Economic Commission for Latin American 
countries (ECLA), twenty-one governments, including Guyana, reported 
that the distribution of their national populations was "extremely 
unacceptable". Of the remaining six countries, four reported that the 
situation was substantially unacceptable [U.N.1980: 119].
In the face of such concern, the need for further research focusing 
on urbanization and population redistribution cannot be over emphasized. 
Indeed, some authors believe that urbanization and population 
redistribution are among the least understood of demographic phenomena. 
Within the context of urbanization and population redistribution lies 
the question of the relative contribution of rural-urban migration to 
urban concentration. Since increasing urban concentration should be 
measured in terms of not only migrant influx, but also migrant and 
non-migrant natural increase, assesment of the relative contribution of 
migrant and non-migrant fertility to population growth should also be 
taken into account. In addition, elucidation of the nature of the 
migration-fertility relationship and the effect of urbanization on 
fertility can also contribute to a greater understanding of the dynamics 
of population growth. This greater understanding and precise 
information may also be put to practical uses, such as improving the 
quality of subnational projections. TMacisco Jr, et al 1971:51; Martine 
1975:188; Goldstein and Goldstein 1982:132].
21.2 Background to the study
The Republic of Guyana is situated on the north-eastern coast of 
the South American continent. Formerly the English colony of British 
Guiana, the country has close political, cultural and economic ties with 
the other countries of the Commonwealth Caribbean. The area of the 
country is approximately 216,000 square kilometres and according to the 
April 1970 census the total population consisted of 699,848 persons. 
This indicates that in 1970, Guyana had a very low population density of 
approximately 3.24 persons per square kilometre. The pattern of 
settlement is such that the majority of the population live on the 
relatively narrow but fertile coastal region which includes areas along 
the banks and estuaries of the major rivers (see Figure 1.1).
Guyana emerged from her colonial past with a legacy of a stagnant 
rural economy based on a system of plantation agriculture and primary 
production mining activities which hindered the development of the 
industrial-commercial sector and commercial farming outside the 
plantation system. The characteristic low population density, 
particularly in rural areas, and the attendant shortages of labour in 
the period after emancipation, when ex-slaves drifted away from the 
plantations to the towns and to village communities of their own, 
prompted the colonial administration and planter class to resort to the 
importation at first of relatively small numbers of Chinese and 
Portugese as indentured labourers and/ later, larger numbers of Fast 
Indians. This piecemeal/ problem - solving approach to labour shortages 
did little to alleviate the situation in the labour intensive plantation 
system. As a result, measures were instituted to secure a low-cost, 
tractable labour force for the sugar plantations. The measures adopted 
were designed to restrict the movement of labour away from the sugar 
plantations and included various means of coercion and enticement. 
Among such means were restrictions on the ownership of land, which was 
easily accomplished since virtually all of the fertile coastal land was 
under plantation or crown ownership and admimistration. In addition, 
small parcels of land located in close proximity to the sugar estates 
were offered to workers who were willing to work on those estates. The 
size of these plots were inadequately small and could not provide full 
economic sustenance to family units. Thus, in addition to enticing
3workers to offer their labour to the plantations, the granting of land 
also provided the opportunity for families to eke out a subsistence 
living which merely bolstered low wages [Standing 1979; Standing and 
Sukdeo 1977].
The end result was the evolution of a semi-feudal system of 
production which successfully checked the movement of labour off the 
plantations. In the interim there was little industrial-commercial 
development in the towns. Because of the low purchasing power of the 
worker and the non-availability of a low cost, mobile labor force, the 
expansion of a domestic market for the means of production as well as 
consumption was inhibited. In the period after independence, with the 
mechanization and modernization of the sugar and rice industries, 
employment opportunities in the rural agricultural sector became very 
limited and, with the absence of suitable alternatives, rural-urban 
migration was accelerated. In this context of labour displacement, 
female labour was particularly affected and females in particular 
gravitated to urban areas, especially to the city. Because
industrial-commercial development did not take off in the city 
(Georgetown) and towns, the situation arose where accelerated 
rural-to-urban migration co-existed with rising urban unemployment. 
Government policies and efforts to reverse these trends have by and 
large proved ineffectual. Essentially, therefore, the policies of 
"contrived stagnation" in the industrial-commercial sector and 
non-plantation agriculture, as practised by the planter lobby in 
collusion with the colonial administration, has contributed to the 
present day mal-distribution of population and migration patterns 
[Standing 1979; Standing and Sukdeo 1977].
In 1970r the proportion of population considered urban "'was 29.4% or 
205,777 persons. Of these 164,039, or 23.4% of the total population, 
resided in the capital city of Georgetown alone. The other urban areas 
of New Amsterdam and Linden accounted for only 2.6% and 3.4% 
respectively of the total population, while the areas considered rural 
contributed 70.6% of the total population [Guyana 1975:6]. The uneven
^Both the size of settlement and level of urban amenities make up the 
necessary criteria in the classification of urban areas.
4distribution of population is even more evident if one considers that
the 23.4% of total population resident in Georgetown includes only those
persons resident within rigid statistical boundaries. In fact, much
recent growth in response to the social and economic inducements of
Georgetown has taken place in contiguous or adjacent areas. Moreover,
it is considered that these areas are among the fastest growing
population areas in the country. According to the 1970 census 33% of
all persons living in urban areas constituted migrants from other areas.
For Georgetown, Linden and New Amsterdam the proportions were 29.6%,
41.6% and 48.2% respectively (calculated from the 1970 census).
In-migration rates for Georgetown increased between 1960 and 1970, also
the Georgetown in-migration rate for females was higher relative to that
2of males. In respect of both males and females the in-migration rate 
for Georgetown in 1960 was 278 per thousand. This compares with the 
corresponding rate of 296 per thousand in 1970. In contrast, the 
out-migration rate for both males and females was only 152 per thousand 
in 1960 and 160 per thousand in 1970. For females the 1960 and 1970 
out-migration rates were 144 per thousand and 159 per thousand 
respectively. These data indicate rising levels of in-migration to 
Georgetown. Also, females tended to have a higher propensity to migrate 
to Georgetown, than males, while at the same time demonstrating less 
inclination to migrate from the city to other areas. From the foregoing 
it is clear that Guyana has a problem of population maldistribution and 
that the situation is being further exacerbated by rising levels of 
rural-urban migration, particularly to Georgetown. It is also
noteworthy that a parallel and possibly related phenomenon of 
significant levels of international out-migration is also taking place. 
For the most part North America has been the destination of these 
international migrants, but recently neighbouring and other Caribbean 
countries have been playing host to Guyanese international migrants.
2Fates were calculated from the 1960 and 1970 population censuses. 
See appendix A for the calculation of these rates.
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61.3 Objective and scope of the study
This study focuses primarily on the investigation of migrant/non­
migrant fertility differences and the relationship between migration and 
fertility in Guyana. In order to fully understand the nature of these 
differences and relationships, analyses will be undertaken within the 
framework of urban-rural residence and origins and destinations of 
migrants. In addition, full appraisal of the impact of migration on 
fertility requires that controls be instituted for background variables 
such as education, labour force and ethnicity. Some attempt will also 
be made to verify the relevance and applicability of some of the major 
models seeking to explain the migration-fertility relationship in the 
Guyanese context.
1.4 The sample
The data used in this study were taken from the Guyana Fertility 
Survey (GFS) 1975. The basic World Fertility Survey (WFS) core 
questionaire, suitably modified to take account of the regional and 
local context, was adopted. One significant departure from the World 
Fertility Survey model occurred because of the fact that in Guyana (and 
the Caribbean generally) union status is considered a significant 
determinant of fertility. This being the case, and because a 
significant proportion of births take place outside legal marriage (i.e. 
in visiting or consensual unions), the enquiry is based on the broader 
"ever in a union" group, rather than the narrower "ever married" 
category [Guyana 1975:13-14].
1.4.1 Sample design
The sample design of the GFS 1975, was a self-weighting stratified 
sample, the major distinction being between urban and rural strata. 
Within each major stratum, sub-strata were formed, based on location. 
Thus within the major urban stratum there were sub-strata consisting of 
the following:
Georgetown (capital) 
Suburbs of Georgetown
New Amsterdam
7Upper Demerara (major settlements of mining area).
The rural stratum consisted of the following areas:
Remote Areas
West Eerbice
East Eank Demerara
Essequibo Coast and Islands
West Demerara
East Coast Demerara
East Berbice.
In each sub-strata were enumeration districts (ED's) from which 
households were suitably mapped and updated since the 1970 census. The 
sample households were selected by applying a second stage sampling 
fraction. Eligible women comprised all women usually resident in the 
selected households and aged 15-49 years, except those 15-19 years who 
were full-time students at educational institutions [Guyana 1975:14-16]. 
A total of 4,858 respondents from 4,432 households were eligible for 
interview. Four thousand seven hundred and twenty (4,720) questionaires 
were completed, yielding a response rate of 97.2%. After editing and 
some rejections due to inconsistencies, 4,642 questionaires were 
successfully processed. Of these, 1,026 were found to be never in a 
union, providing a total of 3,616 women for analysis [Guyana
1975:19-20]. For the purposes of this study it was also considered 
desirable to omit the foreign born. This led to the further exclusion 
of 48 women, thereby reducing the number of cases for analyses to 3,568 
women. Appendix B contains some of the questions asked in the survey 
that may be considered relevant to this study.
1.4.2 Characteristics of women "never in a union"
According to Guyana r 1975: 21], no questions on contraceptive use and 
knowlege were asked in the survey of the 1026 women who were found to be 
never in a union. Some questions were asked, however, on the background 
characteristics of these women, even though these questions were not
coded on the data tape used in this analysis. Eecause these women are
excluded from the analyses, it is considered useful at this stage to
8examine some of their essential characteristics in order to determine 
the basic differences between the "ever in a union" and the "never in a 
union" groups of women in the population.
Significant differences were found between the age distributions of 
the "ever in a union" and the "never in a union" groups of women. The 
vast majority of the "never in a union" group (90%) were young women 
less than 25 years old, while the negligeble remainder of 10% was 
distributed among the 25-49 years age groups. In contrast among the 
"ever in a union" group, only 30% were found in the 15-24 years age
group (early child bearing ages). Seventy percent (70%) were found to 
be distributed over the other age groups, including the 40+ years age 
group (end of child bearing ages) and which comprised 23% of the total 
[Guyana 1975 :22] .
The differences in education between the two groups were comparable 
in magnitude to their differences in age. Only 8% of the "never in a 
union" had less than 4 years of primary education, while 13% had 4+ 
years of primary education and 79% attained secondary or higher levels
of education. For the "ever in a union" group, 17% had less than 4
years primary schooling while 47% had 4+ years and 36% secondary or
higher. It was noted that these differences in educational attainment 
between the "ever in a union" and the "never in a union" groups of women 
were not surprising in view of the increasing education opportunities in 
Guyana. Since the majority population was now able to obtain post 
primary schooling, and over 90% of the "never in a union" group was 
below 25 years of age, it was expected that this group would have a 
larger proportion educated up to the secondary or higher levels [Guyana 
1975:23].
1.4.3 Evaluation of data
Vast interior areas of the country are uninhabited or sparsely 
populated. Some of the more remote parts of these areas, because of 
relative inaccessibility and the particular life style of the 
Amerindians who inhabit them, were excluded from the sample frame. The 
study population was estimated to be distributed through 92% of the 
total estimated population. It is expected therefore that the sample is 
not fully representative of the Amerindian people [Guyana 1975:15].
Compared with the 1970 census/ the sample also did not appear to be
9very representative of the distribution of women in the population aged 
15-49 years by educational attainment. Even taking into account 
discrepancies due to definitional changes (e.g. some schools formerly 
classified as primary were classified as secondary at the time of the 
survey), large differences still persisted [Guyana 1975:21]. The sample 
therefore appears to be non-representative in this respect.
As far as other characteristics are concerned, however, the sample 
appeared to be fair representation of the female population in Guyana. 
This includes age, for although compared to the 1970 census the sample 
had higher proportions in the 15-29 years age groups and a compensating 
reduction at older ages, this was believed to have been caused by the 
continuing of an observed shift towards a younger population [Guyana 
1975:20] .
1.5 Limitations of data
Limitations of the data in the context of this study fall under 
three categories: those arising from the use of children ever born as a 
measure of fertility; the use of place of birth statistics in the 
identification of migrants; and the use of retrospective data which has 
particular errors associated with it.
A few limitations arise from using the cumulative measure of 
children ever born in an investigation of this nature. The main one is 
that there is no distinction between births occurring before or after 
the move. Also, because there is no information on timing of births in 
relation to the move, direct determination of the extent to which the 
fertility of migrants while in the place destination persists or 
undergoes change is precluded [Goldstein and Goldstein 1982:135].
Identifying as migrants those individuals who at the time of survey 
lived in a different place from their place of birth, means that all 
intervening moves are obscured. Even though "duration of residence", 
when used in conjunction with the age variable, enables identification 
of return migrants, failure to take account of intervening moves 
seriously limits the scope of the analysis. This is because the 
conditioning effect of previous rural or urban residence on fertility 
cannot be fully taken into account, as established by previous studies 
[U.N. 1970:15-17; Goldstein and Goldstein 1982:136].
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Apart from the more common problems associated with retrospective 
data, there is the problem of selective mortality and emigration. Since 
Guyana has experienced relatively high levels of out-migration, as 
mentioned previously, the problem of selective emigration may have 
special significance in the context of this study. To the extent that 
particular high or low fertility groups of internal migrants or 
non-migrants in origin or destination areas may have emigrated in the 
past, the representativeness of the population at origin or destination 
may be in question. As a result, the comparison of fertility 
differences between migrants and non-migrants would be affected. The 
problem of selective mortality is common to all such data. It is 
conceivable, therefore, that the sample population may be biased because 
it is based on the surviving and non-emigrant population, rather than 
those alive and present at the time of the survey [Goldstein and 
Goldstein 1982:138].
In summary, to facilitate an assessment of whether migrant 
fertility differs from non-migrants in both place of destination and 
origin, and how these differences change with duration of residence, the 
relevant data should incorporate complete pregnancy and migration 
histories. Such histories should be in a form that allows fertility 
events to be related in time and space to residential experience. The 
background characteristics collected should also relate to various 
points in the life cycle and fertility [Goldstein and Goldstein 
1982:138]. The data set used in this study was based on the 
cross-sectional approach and therefore falls short of these ideals. 
However, considerable analysis can still be carried out with this data 
and, more importantly, direct comparisons can be made with existing 
studies, many of which used cross-sectional data.
1.6 Definition of migrants
In this study "life-time migrants" are defined as those persons 
whose region of residence was different from their current region of 
residence, while non-migrants were those whose region of birth was the 
same as their current region of residence. For the purpose of 
distinguishing migrants from non-migrants, regions refer to the 
following geographical areas:
11
Georgetown 
New Amsterdam 
Linden
Pemote Areas
West Berbice
East Bank Demerara
Essequibo
West Demerara
East Coast Demerara
East Berbice
In this study "recent migrants" are those life-time migrants who moved 
to their current residential areas during the five years preceeding the 
survey. It should be especially noted that "recent" migrants and 
lifetime migrants are not mutually exclusive groups, as "recent"migrants 
are a subset of the life-time migrant group. Dividing migrants into the 
two categories permit some insights into the temporal aspect of the 
migration-fertility relationship. In addition, as Goldstein [ 1978: 170] 
pointed out, a major advantage of analysing recent migrants lies in the 
shorter time since geographic mobility occurred. Therefore, even though 
an exact determination of the timing of births in relation to the move 
is not possible, at least for younger women the move would probably have 
preceded a portion of their child-bearing experience. By the same 
reasoning, older women would have borne most of their children in areas 
of origin. This makes for wider interpretations of the findings.
1.7 Standardization
To control for the effects of age, standardization was used 
throughout this study. For the purposes of standardization the age 
distribution of all women was used, including those ever in a union, 
those never in a union and the foreign born aged 15-49 years and not 
attending school in 1975 (see Table 1.1).
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Table 1-1: Number and percent age distribution of women aged
15-49 years
Age
Age Number Distribution
15-19 1024 .2205
20-24 980 .2111
25-29 760 . 1637
30-34 557 . 1200
35-39 503 . 1083
40-44 432 .0930
45-49 387 .0834
Total: 4643 1.00
Source: (GFS) 1975 Country report Vol
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CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
2.1 Theoretical Framework
Theoretical perspectives attempting to explain fertility 
differentials between migrants and non-migrants differ basically in 
terms of whether the differentials are viewed as existing before or 
after the migrant’s actual move. Thus, according to the selectivity 
model, the fertility of migrants is viewed to have been determined 
before migration occurred. Conversely, the socialization-adaptation 
models are based on the notion that fertility differentials occur in the 
place of destination. With quite a different perspective, the 
disruption model holds that the process itself by and large accounts for 
whatever differentials in fertility there are between migrants and 
non-migrants [Goldstein and Goldstein 1982:133]
2.1.1 The selectivity model
The selectivity model postulates that migrants are not randomly 
selected at origin, but that, in line with observations that migration 
is generally associated with persons of certain ages and education 
characteristics, migration is also selective of those with certain 
fertility characteristics. Therefore, when all other background 
variables are controlled, rural-to-urban migrants tend to have lower 
fertility than is typical of their origins. Some authors even suggest 
that those migrants prefering large familes gravitate towards rural 
areas. By implication, therefore, the selectivity model holds that even 
if rural-to-urban migrants had not relocated, their fertility would have 
been lower than that of their counterparts in rural areas [Goldstein and 
Goldstein 1982:133].
Other authors have carried this a step further and suggested that 
the fertility preferences of migrants are revealed by the area to which 
they migrate [Ribe and Schultz 1981:45-46]. They hypothesized that
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socio-economic conditions, such as relative prices and income 
constraints, distinguish between regions in which particular forms of 
consumption and demographic behaviour are favoured or penalized. 
Therefore, migrants who prefer particular patterns of behaviour are 
drawn to areas where it is less costly or disadvantageous to indulge in 
particular fertility preferences. In this context of migration and 
fertility, migrants are seen as selecting areas where the costs of 
having their preferred family size are relatively low. Since it is 
generally accepted that children are more costly to raise in urban than 
in rural areas, it is expected that migrants moving to rural areas would 
be influenced in their decision by their preferences for larger 
families. On the other hand, migrants to urban areas would have been 
influenced by small family size preferences TPibe and Schultz 
1981:45-46].
Within the framework of the selectivity model, the kindred 
social-mobility thesis has been espoused. In the context of 
rural-to-urban migration, relatively low migrant fertility is explained 
in terms of the same rationality that motivated individuals to move to 
urban areas. Migrants are seen as aspiring towards upward social 
mobility, and children are perceived as obstacles in the attainment of 
this. Moreover, small families make for easier geographical mobility. 
Therefore, early marriage, childbearing and rural residence are viewed 
as obstacles to upward social mobility. As a consequence, upward social 
mobility aspirations help to explain the lower fertility of 
rural-to-urban migrants, compared to those who remain in rural areas. 
This explanation is also applicable to situations where in some studies 
rural-to-urban migrants were found to have lower fertility, even when 
compared with urban non-migrants [Macisco Jr, et al 1970:65; Goldstein 
and Goldstein 1982:133; Martine 1975:187].
Also related to the selectivity model is the argument that the 
nature of the migration-fertility relationship changes at different 
stages of development. In early stages of development migration may be 
more selective of those prepared to take higher risks and benefit from 
opportunities at the destination. It can be expected, therefore, that 
this achievement-oriented migration will be selective of lower fertility 
groups. By contrast, in later stages of development, migrants may
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become more typical of the population at origin, in terms of both their 
reproductive behaviour and other characteristics. At later stages of 
development, therefore, the fertility of migrants is expected to be more 
similar to that of the population at origin and higher relative to those 
migrants who made the move during the early stages of development.
It is also hypothesized that in relation to levels of development, 
migrant fertility can operate in the reverse direction. Thus migration 
during early stages of development, by being more conservative, may be 
less selective and migrants may respond to their new enviroment by 
conforming closely to old behaviour patterns, such as higher fertility. 
During later development stages, however, migrants may become more 
innovative as they are motivated by improved communications, higher 
education and greater modernization. The result is that they are more 
willing to forego their old behaviour, in favour of new behaviour 
patterns, including lower fertility [Goldstein 1973:235-37; Goldstein 
and Goldstein 1982:133-34].
2.1.2 The socialization model
The socialization model argues that because rural fertility is 
generally higher than urban fertility, the rural to urban migrant can be 
expected to have higher fertility than urban natives. However, as 
migrants become more exposed to the urban environment, processes of 
urban acculturation and assimilation take place, leading eventually to 
the adoption of urban fertility values. As a result, fertility 
differentials between migrants and urban natives are diminished over 
time. According to the model, the processes of assimilation resulting 
in lower migrant fertility may occur over extended periods or 
generations of urban residence [Goldstein and Goldstein 1982:133].
2.1.3 Adaptation model
Similar to the socialization model is the adaptation model, which 
also views rural migrants as retaining in the urban setting the high 
fertility levels characteristic of their rural origin. However, the 
period over which urban fertility values are assimilated and adopted is 
viewed as quite short compared to the period assumed by the 
socialization model. Thus migrant fertility converges toward 
non-migrant fertility at destination within years of the actual move
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(i.e. within the migrants reproductive lifetime). The adaptation model 
further explains that migrant/non-migrant fertility differentials are 
due, in part, to certain conditioning factors, such as differential 
wage, price and income restraints, in addition to other socio-economic 
factors in places of origin and destination. The period of the 
adaptation process is also viewed as being heavily dependent on the 
extent of the differences in the urban or rural character of places of 
origin and destination. Presumably the greater the differences, the 
longer will be the period of adaptation. The adaptation processes and 
lower migrant fertility, also occur sooner when migration takes place at 
earlier ages [Iutaka, et al; 1971:55-56; Goldstein and Goldstein 
1982: 133-34].
2.1.4 The disruption model
The disruption model sees the migration process itself as being 
disruptive of fertility. Among the factors explaining the fertility 
disrupting nature of migration, is the likelihood that the migration 
process itself may be sufficiently socio-psychologically stressful, as 
to actually interfere with the physiological capacity to bear children. 
[Baker 1981; Prior, et al 1981; Hanna and McGarvey 1981 cited in 
Goldstein and Goldstein 1982:134]. In addition, migration by involving 
some initial period of separation of spouses, may result in the relative 
low fertility of migrants, particularly recent migrants. After the 
disruptive effects of migration have passed, however, the pace of 
fertility among migrants may accelerate in compensation for earlier 
delays. However, completed fertility may be somewhat depressed, 
depending on the duration of the seperation period [Visaria 1969 cited 
in Goldstein and Goldstein 1982:134]
It is believed that generally not one but a combination of the 
models outlined may more accurately explain the migration-fertility 
relationship. Therefore, even though migration may be selective of low 
fertility groups at origin, the migration process may also be disruptive 
of fertility. Also, at destination areas adaptation to urban fertility 
values may occur. Even if this does not take place soon enough to
affect migrant fertility through the socialization process, second or 
third generation migrants can be expected to conform more closely to 
urban fertility norms [Goldstein and Goldstein 1982:135]
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2.2 Review of studies 
2.2.1 Puerto Pican studies
An analysis of recent and life-time migrants in a Puerto Rican 
study found that migrants generally had lower cumulative fertility than 
the non-migrant population at all ages and among all type of unions 
[Myers and Morris 1966 cited in Zarate and Zarate 1975:124]. However, 
another Puerto Rican study, using 5-year migration statistics, found 
that even when educational differences were controlled, migrants from 
non-metropolitan areas and under age 34 years had lower cumulative 
fertility than urban natives at these ages. At older ages, i.e. 35-49 
years, the relationship was reversed and migrants had the higher 
fertility. This "cross-over" effect was explained in terms of the 
possibility that older migrant women may have spent most of their 
reproductive years in a non-metropolitan enviroment. [Macisco Jr, et al 
1969 cited in Macisco Jr, et al 1970:53-54].
In an extention of the same analysis, with the introduction of 
female labor force status as an intervening variable, it was found that 
even though wives of migrants were more likely to be in the labour force 
and employed in white collar occupations than the wives of urban 
natives, these factors only partially explained lower migrant fertility 
since cross tabulations by labour force participation continued to show 
lower migrant fertility. These findings prompted the authors to 
conclude that migrant-urban native fertility differences were not wholly 
attributable to differential education attainment and occupational 
characteristics. In explaining the significance of the results, the 
authors suggested a social mobility model in which the rural-urban 
migrant was considered to be more innovative and achievement oriented, 
relative to the urban natives who formed a broader group of aspirers and 
non-aspirers. As a result, early marriage and the presence of children 
in rural areas were viewed by migrants as obstacles to upward social 
mobility. They therefore responded by delayed marriage, higher 
education, family planning and increased female labor force 
participation and migration [Macisco Jr, et al 1970:60-64].
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2.2.2 Asian studies
In a study of migrant-native fertility in Thailand [Goldstein 
1973:235-237], somewhat different findings emerged. In analyses of 
life-time migration, significant differences in migrant-native fertility 
were only found in urban and rural-agricultural settings, with the 
differences being in opposite directions. Thus, in the urban category, 
migrant fertility was lower, while in the rural-agricultural category 
migrant fertility was higher. Ey contrast, in the analysis of recent 
migration, lower migrant fertility was not only characteristic of all 
the urban and rural categories, but considerably more so, compared with 
the life-time migration analyses, and even with age standardization. 
These divergent findings led the author to suggest that it was only 
recent migration, which operated in differential fashion at 
destinations. In the analysis of both life-time and recent migration, 
there was significantly higher fertility in rural as opposed to urban 
areas and this was true of both migrant and native groups.
Comparison of age-specific fertility rates between in-migrants and 
natives of Bangkok generally showed fairly narrow differences. For 
recent and younger migrant women, (i.e. less than 40 years old) the 
differences were more substantial, as their levels of fertility were 
well below those of Bangkok natives. Older migrant women, who probably 
had most of their children before migrating, had quite similar fertility 
levels to Bangkok natives. Fertility comparisons of Bangkok in-migrants 
with rural natives revealed also that among all ages Bangkok migrants 
had considerably lower fertility. According to Goldstein [1973:239] 
these analyses suggest that migration was not only selective of women 
whose fertility was lower than their counterparts in rural origin areas, 
but that the fertility of these younger women was lower even than that 
of the urban natives (at least within the five year duration). In 
conclusion, it was noted that increasing levels of urbanization and 
migration suggest themselves as key explanatory factors influencing 
future levels of fertility in Thailand [Goldstein 1973:239].
Visaria [1969], in a study of migrants to Bombay, found a virtual 
absence of rural-urban fertility differences. However in studying the 
fertility of rural districts, it was found that women whose husbands 
were away for more than 6 months had the lowest fertility. Also, among
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all migration streams, no migrant group had fertility as high as those 
who did not leave the village. This study therefore supports the theory 
that separation of husbands and wives disrupts fertility [cited in 
Zarate and Zarate 1975:137].
Hendershot [1971], in an analysis of data from Manila and two rural 
communities, found that when controls for age and marriage duration were 
introduced, migrants had lower overall fertility, even though they were 
usually from rural areas. However, migrants under 30 years of age and 
those of less than 10 years marriage duration, had higher fertility 
compared to the corresponding non-migrant group. At older ages and 
longer durations of marriage, the Manila natives had higher fertility 
[cited in Zarate and Zarate 1975:138].
2.2.3 U.S. studies
Findings from U.S. studies have been generally inconclusive and 
Zarate and Zarate [1975:123-24] note that this was due mainly to the 
wide variations with respect to groups studied, historical periods and 
analytical procedures. In spite of these limitations, the evidence 
indicates that prior to World War II, migrant fertility in the general 
population was substantially higher than that of urban non-migrants, 
with the differential increasing with age. By the 1960s, however, 
earlier differentials were found to be clear-cut only among older 
migrants from non-metropolitan areas. In this period also metropolitan 
to metropolitan streams of migrants had dominated, and these migrants 
had the lowest fertility at all ages.
2.2.4 Latin American studies
Germani [1961], in a study of a small urban district outside Buenos 
Aires (and in which there were no controls for age, age at marriage or 
place of origin), found that the greatest number of children were in the 
households of recent migrants. The households of migrants arriving in 
earlier periods had fewer children but the lowest numbers were in the 
households of the urban non-migrants. Brito [1969] , using Latin America 
Demographic Centre (CELADE) data for the same city, found both urban and 
rural in-migrants had higher fertility than Euenos Aires natives [cited 
in Zarate and Zarate 1975:128:132]
Berquo et al [1968], using Sao Paulo data, found that rural born
20
in-migrants had the highest fertility overall and in all age groups 
except the youngest. The differential was also found to increase with 
age. Urban migrants had slightly higher fertility than those reared in 
Sao Paulo. In the youngest age group, however, the situation was 
reversed, with rural born migrants having lowest fertility and Sao Paulo 
natives the highest [cited in Zarate and Zarate 1975:130].
Hutchinson [1961] , in an investigation of male fertility and using 
data from a number of Brazilian cities obtained during 1959-1960, found 
that migrants from rural areas and small rural townships had higher mean 
family sizes than the urban born and those who migrated from similar 
sized cities [Hutchinson 1961:188].
In a later study, Iutaka, et al [1971:62] , investigating the same 
theme in six of the eight Brazilian cities studied by Hutchinson and 
using a more refined analysis, also found that for each dichotomised 
category of age at marriage, occupation of father and father-in-law, 
colour and education, migrants to urban areas had higher fertility 
compared to urban natives. In addition, those born in large cities had 
lower fertility than those born in smaller areas and on farms. Further, 
those arriving in the city before age 20 years had lower fertility than 
those arriving after this age.
In a Santiago, Chile, study in which there was no control for age 
variations, broad categories of migrants and urban natives showed no 
difference in mean children ever born (CEB). However, groupings of 
migrants by place of birth revealed major differences. Those born in 
smaller urban places had much higher fertility than those born in larger 
urban places. Among the migrant group from larger urban places were 
those from metropolitan areas whose fertility was even lower than 
Santiago natives. Also, those arriving aged under 20 years had higher 
fertility than those arriving past this age [Tabah and Samuel 1962/ cited 
in Zarate and Zarate 1975:128-29].
In another study of Santiago, Elizaga [1966] also confirmed the 
slight differences between migrant and native fertility. In addition it 
was found that at younger ages migrant fertility was lower relative to 
Santiago natives, while at older ages ( i.e. greater than 40 years ), 
there was a cross-over to higher migrant fertility. Even though the 
size or urban character of migrant's birth place was unspecified, it was
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indicated that approximately two-thirds of the migrants had already 
experienced urban residence. This preponderance of urban migrants was 
seen as heavily weighting total migrant fertility to the lower scale, 
even though generally the fertility of rural migrants was much higher 
[cited in Zarate and Zarate 1975:129-34].
Myers [1966], using data collected by CELADE for San Jose, Mexico 
City, Caracas and Buenos Aires, found that in each case rural migrants 
had higher fertility than urban migrants, while urban migrants had 
slightly more children than urban natives. Even age standardization did 
not alter these results. In further analyses of voluntary and
involuntary migrants, so classified according to those who arrived 
before or after 15 years of age respectively, it was found that with few 
exceptions the involuntary migrants had lower fertility. Exceptions
were rural migrants to San Jose and urban migrants to Buenos Aires, in 
which case both voluntary and involuntary migrants had similar levels of 
fertility [cited in Zarate and Zarate 1975:129-30].
Salazar's [1958] study of Lima, Peru, found higher migrant 
fertility among women 20-49 years of age, regardless of age at marriage, 
duration of marriage, age at arrival or age standardization. In 
controlling for education, migrants still had higher fertility among
those with elementary education or less. Among those with secondary or 
some university education however, Lima natives were found to have
higher fertility. It was also found that those who departed from 
smaller urban places before going to Lima had lower fertility relative 
to those who departed from larger urban places. However, since there 
was no information on duration of residence in place of departure, the 
significance of this finding could not be fully evaluated. In addition, 
as noted by Zarate and Zarate [1975:130-131] many of these migrants were 
born in rural places, a fact which may have considerable influence on 
the findings.
Using the same data, the Peruvian Census Bureau and CELADE [1966] 
found the same higher migrant fertility, relative to Lima natives. In 
addition, migrants arriving after age 20 years had the highest fertility 
of all groups. Generally the same pattern was observed using both 
currently and ever married categories [Cited in Zarate and Zarate 
1975:130] .
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In analyses of data from Monterrey (Mexico), using age adjusted 
mean number of live births, it was found that migrants had higher 
fertility than Monterrey natives, while fertility was highest among the 
rural born migrants [Zarate 1967, cited in Zarate and Zarate 1975: 132].
Using data already analysed in previous studies of the cities of 
Euenos Aires, San Jose, and Bogota, Martine [1975:182] introduced 
controls for age, age at marriage or duration of marriage. In the 
previous studies of these metropolitan areas, it was found that 
in-migrants generally had higher fertility than metropolitan natives and 
that the fertility of rural migrants was higher than that of urban 
migrants. With controls for duration of marriage, rural migrants 
continued to have considerably higher fertility than urban natives and 
migrants. However, for Bogota and San Jose, migrants from other urban 
areas were found to have noticeably lower fertility than native urban 
women. In the case of Buenos Aires, rural migrants had the same average 
CEE as urban natives, which in turn was slightly lower than that of 
women from other urban areas of the country. From these analyses it was 
concluded that the different findings of previous studies using the same 
data may be explained in terms of the lack of controls for the 
biological determinants of fertility. As a result, earlier findings 
reflected differential exposure to the risks of childbearing more than 
genuine fertility variations according to the origin of the population.
In a related analysis, Martine [1975:184], controlling for rural 
and urban origin of both spouses in San Jose and Eogota, found highest 
fertility among partners who both had rural backgrounds. The next 
highest fertility was that of couples integrated by a rural born husband 
and a native bora wife, then that of couples in which the wife was rural 
born and the husband a metropolitan native. At the other extreme, 
lowest fertility was found among those born in another urban area or 
where the wife was native born and the husband from another urban area. 
In the case of Buenos Aires, native couples had the lowest fertility, 
even though the level was not significantly lower than that of rural 
couples, or that of couples formed of a rural born wife and native 
husband or other combination. In short, the average number of children 
born to couples, regardless of migration status, was very low.
Martine [1975:186] also examined the influence of age at arrival in
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the city, while at the same time controlling for duration of marriage. 
Without controlling for duration of marriage, it was found that migrants 
who arrived as children or young teenagers consistently had 
significantly lower fertility than migrants who arrived when aged 25 
years or more. This relationship held true for both urban and rural 
migrants. With controls for duration of marriage, however,
differentials between younger and older ages tended to disappear. 
Moreover, in all cases except San Jose, migrant women arriving in the 
city when aged 15-24 years had considerably lower fertility than other 
migrants who arrived at younger ages. Even with controls for duration 
of marriage, the relationship was maintained. All the above described 
relationships held, even when different standardization procedures were 
used, such as age or age at arrival.
2.3 Discussion
2.3.1 Degree of urbanization
The general findings of Latin American studies are that higher
levels of migrant fertility are closely associated with the extent of 
migration from rural areas and small towns. These findings appear to be 
fairly consistent, as, whenever lower migrant fertility was found, it
seemed to be related to the fact that the majority of migrants came from
larger urban areas. Exceptions to this rule were found by Martine 
[1975] in Bogota and San Jose, where the fertility of migrants from 
other urban areas was found to be lower than that of metropolitan
natives. Also, in Buenos Aires rural migrants had similar fertility 
levels to urban natives, both of which had lower fertility than women 
from other urban areas. These findings are quite similar to general 
U.S. findings in which the pattern of higher migrant fertility in the 
pre-World War II period gave way by the 1960 s to lower migrant 
fertility, as the urban to urban and metropolitan to metropolitan
streams dominated.
By contrast, Puerto Pican studies and studies from other parts of 
the world have been less conclusive. For instance, in San Juan, Puerto 
Rico, younger migrants aged under 34 years were found to have higher 
fertility than city natives, even though they originated from
non-metropolitan areas [Macisco et al 1969]. In the case of Bangkok,
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[Goldstein 1975] also found lower migrant fertility at all ages, again 
even though most of these migrants probably originated from rural areas. 
Hendershot's [1971] study of Manila also found that generally migrants 
had lower over-all fertility, even though they were usually from rural 
areas.
Martine [1975:184], concluded from his studies of four Latin 
American cities that the presence of migrants from other urban areas did 
more to deflate fertility levels than the presence of urban natives, but 
he also noted that this fact did not completely negate the hypothesis 
that fertility was inversely related to urbanization. Other authors 
suggest that in the later stages of the demographic transition, rural 
and urban fertility differences are diminished. This may at least 
partially explain the indistinguishable patterns of migrant-native 
fertility found in Buenos Aires.
In trying to explain his findings, Goldstein [1975] calls attention 
to the possible high level of diffusion of urban life styles in 
Thailand, due to significant levels of urban-to-rural return migration. 
In the case of Puerto Rico, among other tentative explanations, Zarate 
and Zarate [1975:128] note that Puerto Rico's special relationship with 
the U.S.A. makes generalization possible only with extreme caution.
2.3.2 Age variations in migrant/non-migrant fertility
An apparent cross-over from lower migrant fertility at younger ages 
to higher migrant fertility at older ages has been observed in a number 
of studies, such as Macisco, et al [1970] Goldstein [ 1973] and Berquo et 
al [1968] for Puerto Rico, Thailand and Brazil respectively. Hendershot 
[1971] also found a cross-over in Manila but in the opposite direction. 
Among migrants aged 30 years and less and of less than 10 years marriage 
duration, he found higher fertility relative to the corresponding 
non-migrant group. At older ages and longer marriage durations, Manila 
natives had higher fertility. A number of studies also found 
cross-overs from lower migrant fertility at younger ages to higher 
migrant fertility at older ages. These include Kantner and Whelpton 
[1952] and Macisco [1969], cited in Zarate and Zarate [1975:141].
By way of explaining the cross-over effect Goldstein [1973] 
suggests that earlier migrants to Bangkok may have been a more 
conservative group who responded to change by conforming to older
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patterns of high fertility. On the other hand, recent migration may 
have been more innovative in character, being more influenced by 
improved communications, higher levels of urbanization and education. 
The result was that recent migrants were more willing to adopt lower 
fertility patterns, even lower than the Bangkok natives. Visaria's 
[1971] hypotheses that the fertility of young and recent migrants may 
have been temporarily depressed because of physical separation of 
spouses, and that earlier arrivals may not have been exposed to the same 
type of modern urban influences and contraceptive technology, were also 
cited as possible explanations [cited in Goldstein 1973:238]. Macisco 
Jr, et al [1970:64] also suggested that greater acheivement motivation 
characterised younger migrants.
In explaining his finding of a cross-over from higher migrant 
fertility at younger ages to lower fertility at older ages, Hendershot 
[1971] speculates that either older women may have had longer exposure 
to urban fertility values and adopted them, or migration may be 
selective of older women with lower fertility [cited in Zarate and 
Zarate 1975:138].
2.3.3 Age at arrival
Both Myers [1966, cited in Zarate and Zarate 1975:129-30] and 
Martine [1975], using the same data, found that migrants who arrived in 
the cities at younger ages (involuntary migrants) had lower fertility 
than migrants who arrived who arrived at later ages (voluntary 
migrants). Martine [1975] found that even with controls for duration of 
marriage, this relationship held in the case of both urban and rural 
migrants. In addition, with the exception of San Jose, migrants who 
arrived in the cities when aged 15-24 years, had considerably lower 
fertility than those who arrived at younger and older ages. This 
prompted the authors to conclude that in the context of the cities 
studied, the duration of urban socialization appeared to be of less 
significance for migrant fertility than the life stage in which migrants 
moved to the city. It was further hypothesized that this phenomenon may 
be explained in terms of social mobility theory. Thus, a great 
proportion of 15-24 year olds were viewed as arriving alone and in 
search of a new life. This condition, coupled with their social 
mobility aspirations and new enviroment, was therefore incompatible with
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higher fertility. It was finally concluded, therefore, that the 
selectivity of the migration process plays as great a role in the 
assimilation of the migrant into the city's cultural framework as the 
acculturation period or the rural-urban nature of the migrants' previous 
residence [Martine 1975:186-87].
2.4 General conclusions
Some authors believe that genuine inconsistencies in the findings 
of most studies may be more apparent than real, and may be due to a 
number of reasons which can be grouped under three broad categories:
1. "The failure to exercise elemental precaution in contemporary
findings resulting from significantly different research 
procedures.
2. Failure to evalute findings in either historical or 
comparative perspective.
3. The notable absence of systematic frameworks or organizing 
schemes."
[Zarate and Zarate 1975:145-147].
Goldstein [1973:226] also expressed similar views when he noted 
that some differences in findings may be due to
"real variations in the fertility-migration complex, across 
cultures and concrete historical situations."
He also singled out discrepancies as being due to lack of comparability 
of samples and measurements of dependent and independent variables. 
Also, there is usually a failure to control for basic biological and 
other determinants of fertility, which may obscure the nature of the 
sociological relationships between migration and fertility.
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CHAPTER 3
MIGRATION STATUS AND FERTILITY
3.1 Rural-urban fertility differences
This section investigates urban-rural fertility differentials in 
Guyana, a factor which is crucial to the analysis and understanding of 
migrant/non-migrant fertility. According to Table 3.1, the total mean 
number of children ever born is negatively associated with the degree of 
urbanization. This relationship of increasing mean fertility along a 
continuum from City to Rural residence was maintained even with age 
standardization. The total standardized means for Georgetown, Other 
Urban and Pural Areas were 2.6, 3.1 and 3.6 respectively. For the whole 
country, the total age standardized mean was 3.2 children.
With the exception of the 15-19 years age group, the age 
sub-categories also follow this very consistent pattern. Residents of 
Georgetown, therefore, generally had the lowest mean fertility in all 
age categories, followed by Other Urban and Fural Areas. By age 30-34 
years, women in Rural Areas had approximately one child more than women 
of the corresponding age group in Georgetown. This differential 
increased to two children by age 40-44 and by the age of completed 
fertility i.e. 45-59 years, overall fertility was 6.6 children, ranging 
from 5.1 in Georgetown to 7.3 in Fural areas. Even though 
standardization reduced the sharper differentials displayed by the 
unstandardized total means, the pattern and significance of the results 
was unaffected.
The pattern of fertility by urban-rural residence categories is 
further augmented by comparing total urban and rural fertility. With 
age standardization the sharper differentials exhibited by the 
unstandardized means are again somewhat reduced, the standardized total 
means for the urban and rural residence categories being 2.69 and 3.55 
respectively, compared with the corresponding unstandardized means of 
3.21 and 4.40. As, expected the pattern of lower urban fertility was
Table 3-1:
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Mean number of children ever born to women ever in a 
union, by age and current residence.
Mean children ever born
George­
town (N)
Other
Urban
Areas (N)
Rural
Areas (N)
Total
Urban (N)
Total
Country (N)
Age
15-19 .60 (82) .53 (17) .74 (146) .59 (99) .68 (245 )
20-24 1. 17 (206) 1.63 (62) 1.80 (429)' 1.28 (268) 1.60 (697)
25-29 2.22 (210) 2.69 (48) 3.06 (459) 2.31 (258) 2.79 (717)
30-34 3.41 ( 140) 4.21 (33) 4.79 (371) 3.56 ( 173) 4.40 (544)
35-39 4.75 (139) 5.95 (40) 6. 19 (322 ) 5.02 (179) 5.77 (501)
40-44 5.04 ( 104) 5.77 (40) 7.01 (280 ) 5.24 ( 144) 6.41 (424)
45-49 5. 13 (124) 6.48 (31 ) 7.25 (285 ) 5.40 (155) 6.60 (440 )
Total. 3.04 ( 1005) 3.87 (271) 4.40 (2292) 3.21 (1276) 3.97 (3568)
Standar 
-dized: 2.56 3.13 3.55 2.69 3.24
Source: Guyana Fertility Survey (GFS) data tape 1975.
maintained for all the age sub-categories, with the differential 
increasing with age and the greatest disparity being in the 45-49 age 
group (i.e. the age of completed fertility).
From Table 3.1, not only was urban residential fertility 
consistently lower than rural residential residential fertility, but 
also, fertility varied according to the degree of urban residence, being 
lowest for City residents, higher for Other Urban reidents and highest 
for Rural residents. The assumption of higher rural fertility relative 
to City and Other Urban Areas, inherent in both the "adaptation" and 
"selectivity" models, therefore seems to apply in the context of Guyana. 
These findings are fairly similar to those of Goldstein and Goldstein 
for their Thai and Malaysian studies. In the study of Thailand 
[Goldstein and Goldstein 1981:270], degree of urbanization was found to 
be a critical determinant of fertility levels. They found that levels
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of fertility fell continously from Fural to Other Urban and then 
Bangkok, with the Bangkok fertility rate being substantially below rural 
levels. For the Malaysian study [Goldstein and Goldstein 1981b:34] 
there were also similar findings, in that highly urbanized areas (market 
centers) had 25% lower fertility compared with Fural Areas. However, 
there were similar levels of fertility between Other Urban and Fural 
Areas. [Goldstein and Goldstein 1981:270; Goldstein and Goldstein 
1981b :34].
3.2 Fertility differences and migration status
This section will ascertain whether the relationship established in 
Section 3.1 holds as well for the non-migrant and migrant population in 
the three residential categories and assess how the migration process 
itself accounts for these fertility differences. A comparison of 
migrant and non-migrant fertility in the three residential categories 
(Table 3.2), shows that different patterns emerge for recent and 
life-time migrants.
Table 3-2: Aged standardized total mean number of children
ever born to women ever in a union by current residence 
and migration status.
(recent) Life-time Non-
Migrants (N) Migrants (N) Migrants (N) Total (N)
Current
residence
Georgetown 2.37 (219) 2.49 (478) 2.59 (527) 2.56 (1005 )
Other Urban 2.74 (38) 3.33 (211) 2.86 (60) 3.13 (271)
Fural 3.49 (202 ) 3.65 (607) 3.51 (1685) 3.55 (2292 )
Total 2.86 (459) 3.15 (1296) 3.28 (2272) 3.24 (3568)
Source: GFS data tape 1975.
In Georgetown the fertility of life-time migrants was slightly 
lower than that of non-migrants, while in Other Urban and Fural Areas 
life-time migrant fertility was higher relative to non-migrants,
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although in Pural Areas the differences were small. The fertility of 
recent migrants, however, was lower than that of non-migrants in all 
three residential areas. These data indicate that generally migrants 
had lower fertility levels compared to non-migrants in the various
destination areas at the time of, or soon after the move. However, as 
indicated by the fertility of life-time migrants, migrant fertility may 
have increased with time. In the case of Georgetown, migrant fertility 
became only marginally less than that of non-migrants, while for Other 
Urban and Rural destinations, migrant fertility levels surpassed those 
of non-migrants. This seems to suggest that the "disruption hypothesis" 
may have some relevance in explaining the migration fertility 
relationship in the Guyanese context.
Thus, as also observed by Visaria [1969 cited in Goldstein and 
Goldstein 1982:134], these findings seem to suggest that fertility
inhibiting factors associated with the migration process itself, such as 
initial seperation of spouses, greater mobility of smaller families or 
socio-psychological stress created by the move, may have accounted for 
the relatively low fertility of recent migrants, regardless of 
destination areas. As migrant adjustment took place over time, however, 
their fertility appears to have increased in order to make up for 
earlier delays in childbearing. These findings may also be interpreted 
to indicate, as suggested in Goldstein [1978:178], that the nature of 
the migration process itself had changed over time, with recent migrants 
being more selective, i.e. having lower fertility relative to their
migrant counterparts of earlier periods. It can be concluded, 
therefore, that for recent migrants the migration process suppresses
fertility relative to non-migrants, but this is not necessarily true in 
the long term or for life-time migrants.
Table 3.2 also shows that for non-migrants as well as recent and 
life-time migrants (i.e. when migration status is controlled), fertility 
ranges from highest for rural areas, intermediate for Other Urban and 
lowest for Georgetown. It seems, therefore, that even when migration 
status is controlled, the pattern of urban-rural fertility as 
established in Table 3.1 is maintained. Somewhat similar findings 
emerged for Thailand, where fertility in other urban places was also 
found to be higher compared to that found in Bangkok, while Bangkok and
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rural areas had the lowest and highest fertility levels respectively 
[Goldstein 1978:172].
From these findings it appears very likely that migrants are either 
selective of urban-rural destinations according to whether the existing 
fertility levels in those areas are compatible with their own, or they 
quickly adapt to the prevailing fertility values or norms at destination 
areas. Moreover, the greater differences in fertility between recent 
migrants and non-migrants in Georgetown (8%), compared with the the 
corresponding differences (4%) for Other Urban and negligible 
differences for Rural Areas, suggests that the migration-fertility 
relationship itself also differs according to the degree of urbanization 
at destination or residential areas. Thus, as these figures indicate, 
the higher the levels of urbanization at destination areas, the more 
select are the migrants that are attracted to those areas in terms of 
their lower fertility relative to non-migrants. This contention is 
further supported by the fact that for Georgetown the fertility of 
life-time migrants did not exceed that of non-migrants, while for Other 
Urban and Rural areas the fertility of life-time migrants exceeded that 
of non-migrants.
Goldstein's [1978:173] Thai study again gave somewhat similar 
results. He found that in the case of recent migrants, there was lower 
migrant fertility compared to that of non-migrants in all three 
residential categories, although the greatest differences occurred in 
Bangkok and the smallest differences in Rural Areas. He also found that 
for life-time migrants, lower fertility of migrants compared to 
non-migrants, though minimal, characterized Bangkok and other Provincial 
Urban Areas, while Rural Areas had higher migrant fertility. In this 
study (Table 3.2), life-time migrant fertility was lower and minimal 
compared to that of non-migrants in Georgetown. For Other Urban and 
Rural Areas, however, life-time migrant fertility was higher compared to 
that of non-migrants. Also, as in Goldstein's study, recent migrants 
had lower fertility compared to non-migrants in all three residential 
categories.
In the Georgetown residential area, the adaptation hypothesis 
receives some support as the lower fertility of recent migrants (2.37) 
compared to life-time migrants (2.49), seems to indicate that over time
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there was some adaptation of non-migrant fertility (2.59). Support for 
the adaptation hypothesis can generally only be regared as limited 
because in the case of Other Urban and Rural areas life-time migrant 
fertility exceeded that of non-migrants (Table 3.2).
A cursory examination of Table 3.2 also indicates that the 
differences in fertility between migrants and non-migrants within each 
residential category were somewhat less than fertility differences 
between residential categories. This, combined with the relatively low 
levels of fertility in urban (particularly Georgetown) destination 
areas, demonstrates the effect that destinations have in making 
mi grant/non-migrant fertility more "homogenized" or similar. In 
addition, the potential effect that increasing urbanization has on 
reducing fertility is also evident, as was noted by Goldstein [1978:173] 
for Thailand.
Further comparisons (Table 3.2) show that there is no consistent 
pattern of lower or higher migrant fertility compared to that of 
non-migrants at various destination areas. In the case of Georgetown,
life-time migrant fertility (2.49) was lower or similar to that of
non-migrants (2.59). On the other hand, for Other Urban and Rural areas 
life-time migrant fertility (3.22 and 3.56) was higher compared to
non-migrant fertility in the respective residence categories (2.86 and 
3.51). As already noted, these data indicate that higher levels of 
urbanization at destination areas appear to be associated with the
greater attraction of migrants with lower fertility to those areas. 
Further, the fact that for Georgetown the cumulative fertility of all 
migrants is less than that of non-migrants, whereas the reverse is true 
in Other Urban and Rural Areas, indicates that the relative contribution 
of migrant fertility to population natural increase is less in 
Georgetown relative to Other Urban and Rural Areas. This is further 
supported by the observation in Table 3.2 that in Georgetown, lower 
cummulative migrant fertility (2.49) compared to non-migrant fertility 
(2.59) actually serves to lower total cummulative fertility (2.56). For 
Other Urban and Rural Areas, higher migrant fertility relative to 
non-migrant fertility serves to increase overall levels of cumulative 
fertility in those areas. Goldstein [1978:173] also found that greater 
urbanization at destination was associated with the migration of the
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lowest fertility migrant groups to those areas. This relationship, 
however, was found to have changed between 1960 and 1970 with the more 
select lower fertility migrants moving to Other Urban Areas rather than 
to Bangkok, as was apparently the case in 1960.
Tables 3.3, 3.4, 3.5 and 3.6 give the details of fertility by 
migration status, according to age of mother. In Table 3.3, comparing 
migrant and non-migrant fertility in Georgetown, lower or similar levels 
of migrant fertility, as displayed by the total means, do not follow a 
consistent pattern by age groups.
Table 3-3:
a
Mean
union
number of children ever born to women ever in 
by age, current residence and migration status.
Georgetown
(Pecent) Life-time Non-
migrants (N) migrants(N) migrants(N)
Age
15-19 .37 (19) .47 (30) .67 (52)
20-24 1. 14 (63) 1.17 (83) 1.18 (123)
25-29 1.92 (51 ) 1.98 (104) 2.45 (106)
30-34 3.87 (39) 3.82 (85) 2.76 (55)
35-39 5.37 (19) 4.87 (67) 4.67 (72)
40-44 3.22 (9) 4.58 (50) 5.46 (54)
45-49 4.63 (19) 4.91 (59) 5.32 (65)
Total. 2.50 (219) 3.11 (478) 2.98 (527)
Standar
-dized: 2.37 2.49 2.59
Source: GFS data ■tape 1975.
The pattern of lower migrant fertility for all age groups except the
central groups (30-2!9 years) in which migrant fertility is higher
compared to non-migrants, however, shows a consistent pattern in 
relation to both recent and life-time migrants. Indeed, for recent 
migrants, the fertility displayed in the age groups 30-34 and 35-39 
years is even higher than that of life-time migrants in the 
corresponding age groups.
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It can also be seen that for all age groups except the 30-39 years, 
the fertility of recent migrants is lowest, followed by higher or 
similar fertility levels for life-time migrants and highest fertility 
for non-migrants. In contrast, this relationship is completely reversed 
for the 30-39 age groups, where the fertility of recent migrants was 
highest, compared to that of life-time and non-migrants. This indicates 
that the 30-39 age cohort of migrants are made up of a distinctive high 
fertility group. In explaining these patterns, it can be said that the 
youngest and oldest migrant age groups are made up of select low 
fertility women, while for some unexplained reason, migrant women in the 
central age groups are less distinctive of low fertility. It is 
noteworthy that even though the fertility of recent migrants and 
life-time migrants in the 30-39 age groups is higher relative to that of 
non-migrants in Georgetown (Table 3.3), the fertility of this migrant 
group is still lower than that of non-migrants of corresponding age 
groups in rural origin areas (Table 3.5), where, presumably, most of
these migrants originated. This lends further support to the
selectivity hypothesis.
For Other Urban areas (Table 3.4), the pattern of higher life-time 
migrant fertility relative to that of non-migrants, as shown by the 
standardized total mean values of 3.33 and 2.86, is also not very 
consistent by age groups. Similarly, in Rural Areas (Table 3.5), the 
slightly higher or similar levels of cumulative fertility displayed by 
life-time migrants (3.65), compared with non-migrants (3.51) is again 
not consistent by age. The lower fertility of life-time migrants
compared to non-migrants in the case of Georgetown, in contrast to Other 
Urban and Rural Areas, has the total effect of making life-time migrant 
fertility for the whole country slightly lower or similar to that of 
non-migrants. This is shown in Table 3.6, where the cummulative
standardized fertility of life-time migrants for the whole country was 
3.15 compared with the corresponding figure of 3.28 for non-migrants.
3.3 Characteristics of migrants and non-migrants
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Table 3-4: Mean number of children ever bom to wonen ever in
a union by age, current residence and migration status.
Other Urban Areas
(Pecent) Life-time Non-
Age
migrants(N) migrants(N) migrants(N)
15-19 - 1.33 (6) .09 (11 )
20-24 1.31 ( 13) 1.64 (42) 1.60 (20)
25-29 2.60 (10) 2.89 (38) 1.90 (10 )
30-34' 
35-39 _
r 4.60 (10) 5.28 (64) 4.33 (9)
<-----*
■sr 
cti
i 
i
O
 
If)
► 4.80 (5) 5.95 (61) 6.90 ( 10)
Total: 2.97 (38) 4.21(211) 2.67 (60)
Standar 
-dized: 2.74 3.33 2.86
Source: GFS data tape 1975.
3.3. 1 A ge
Numerous studies have investigated the age differentials between 
migrants and non-migrants in both origin and destination areas and/ in 
most cases, migrants were found to be concentrated more in the younger 
age groups, compared with non-migrants TOberai 1975:5; Oberai and 
Manmohan Singh 1981:6]. In explaining the obvious age selectivity of 
these migrants, it was noted that most rural-to-urban migrants leave 
rural areas early in their working life, probably because of their 
greater remaining expectation of life, over which time extra returns 
from migration could be reaped. Also, since people on the whole are 
assumed to be risk aversive, and because older workers are more prone to 
the risks of mortality and morbidity, the expected economic returns 
inherent in migration are diminished with increasing age. The result is 
that migration rates for older persons are depressed relative to younger 
persons. The higher propensity to migrate for younger persons was also 
explained in terms of their limited integration into village systems
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Table 3-5: Mean number of children ever born to women ever in
a union by age, current residence and migration status
(Pecent)
Pural Areas 
Life-time Non-
Age
migrants(N) migrants (N) migrants(N)
15-19 .56 (25) .67 (43) .77 (103)
20-24 1.63 (70) 1.75 (118) 1.82 (311)
25-29 2.71 (51 ) 3.31 (112) 2.98 (347)
30-34 5.23 (26) 5.01 (94) 4.72 (277)
35-39 6.36 (14) 6.06 (79) 6.23 (243 )
40-44 7.60 ( 10) 7.29 (73) 6.91 (207)
45-49 6.67 (6) 7.89 (88) 6.96 (197)
Total: 3.00 (202) 4.58 (607) 4.33(1685)
Standar 
-dized: 3.49 3.65 3.51
Source: GFS data tape 1975.
[Oberai 1975:6] • Other authors argue that the
displayed by older non-migrants is the result of the deterrent effect of 
the substantial additional costs of retraining for a new occupation 
[Sjaastad 1962:68].
As can be seen from Table 3.7, in confirmation with theoretical 
expectations, migrants to Georgetown and Pural Areas do display some 
patterns of age selectivity. In the case of Georgetown, migrants are 
observed to have a higher proportion of their numbers concentrated at 
the younger age groups (i.e. 15-24 years). The reverse is true at older 
ages (35+ years) where migrants have a smaller concentration of their 
numbers relative to non-migrants. In comparing migrants to Georgetown 
with non-migrants in Rural Areas, where most of the migrants to 
Georgetown originated from, migrant age selectivity is also very much in 
evidence. In the younger age groups there is again a greater 
concentration of migrants compared to non-migrants in Pural Areas of 
origin, while at older ages the proportion of migrants is less compared 
to rural non-migrants.
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Table 3-6: Mean number of children ever born to women ever in
a union by age, residence and migration status.
Total Country
(Pecent) Life-time Non-
Age
migrants(N) migrants(N) migrants(N)
15-19 .48 (44) .65 (79) .69 (166)
20-24 1.39 ( 146) 1.53 (243) 1.63 (454)
25-29 2.34 (112) 2.70 (254) 2.83 (463)
30-34 4.31 (71) 4.39 (206) 4.40 (338)
35-39 5.89 (37) 5.64 (183) 5.84 (318)
40-44 5.09 (22) 6.03 ( 159) 6.63 (265)
45-49 5.37 (27) 6.68 (172) 6.54 (268)
Total: 2.76 (459) 3.98(1296) 3.97(2272)
Standar 
-dized: 2.86 3. 15 3.28
Source: GFS data tape 1975.
The pattern of migrant age selectivity is also evident in Pural 
Areas. Again in Table 3.7, migrants to Pural Areas, compared with rural 
non-migrants, have a greater proportion of their numbers concentrated in 
the younger age groups (particularly the 15-24 years). From Table 3.7 
it can be said that migrants are drawn disproportionately from among the 
younger population age groups at origin. They also tend to be younger 
than the general population at destination. The extent to which female 
migration was associational (i.e. as part of a family, such as wives and 
daughters joining husbands and fathers who had migrated previously) or 
independent could not be determined from the data.
3.3.2 Education
The majority of studies have found that migrants tend to be drawn 
largely from among the better educated. For instance this was found to 
be the case in a study of Sudan where it was also found that some 
individuals migrated to obtain higher education and additional schooling
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Table 3-7: Age distribution of women ever in a union, by
migration status and current place of residence
Current Residence
Georgetown Rural Areas
Recent Non- Recent Non-
migrants migrants migrants migrants
Age % % % %
15-24 37.4 33.2 47.0 24.6
25-34 41.1 30.5 38.1 37.0
35+ 21.5 36.2 14.8 38.4
Total 100 99.9 99.9 100
N 219 527 202 1685
Source: GFS data tape 1975
[Oberai 1975:5]. A Brazilian study also found that education acted as 
an attraction to migrants in destination areas [Sahota 1968:236]. In a 
Colombian study it was confirmed that schooling contributed to 
out-migration as students became more equipped to better evaluate and 
respond to employment opportunities in the City where returns to
education were higher. From this study the author concluded that, since 
education was less valued in rural than urban labour markets, the 
returns to rural-urban migration were expected to be higher for
individuals of relatively higher educational attainment. The end result 
was that migrants tended to be better educated than the non-migrant 
population at origin [Schultz 1971:160-163]. Greenwood [1969:289] also 
encountered similar findings in his study of Egypt and explained that 
the more educated persons were more likely to migrate because they had 
better employment information and opportunities. In addition, education 
by increasing the awareness of other possibilities, was seen as 
loosening the influence of tradition and family ties which held persons 
to their traditional home.
From Table 3.8, it can be seen that in Georgetown, migrant women
tended to be as well educated as the non-migrant women. In the
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comparison of education differentials between migrants to Georgetown and 
non-migrants in Rural Areas where most of these migrants originated, it 
can be observed that, in keeping with theoretical expectations, migrants 
were better educated than their non-migrant counterparts in Rural Areas. 
In the case of Rural Areas, migrants, most of whom originated from 
Georgetown, had higher levels of education compared with non-migrants. 
These results conform with expectations because, as already noted, many 
of the country's higher level education institutions are located in 
Georgetown and migrants often move to the City to obtain further 
education [Standing 1977:306]
Table 3-8: Distribution of women ever in a union
by education, migration status and 
Current Residence
current residence
Georgetown Rural Areas
Recent Non- Recent Non-
migrants migrants migrants migrants
Education % % % %
Secondary/higher 52.5 56.4 54.5 27.2
Primary 4+ years 39.3 39.3 35.1 48.7
Primary >4 years 6.8 3.0 7.9 17.4
No education 1.4 .8 2.3 5.6
Not stated - .6 . 1 1.0
Total 100 100.1 99.9 99.9
N
Source:
3.3.3 Labour-force
219
GFS data 
status
527
tape 1975.
202 1685
In comparison of migrant and non-migrant representation in the 
various occupation categories, it can be seen from Table 3.9 that in 
Georgetown migrants are slightly more represented among the white collar 
occupations (professional, clerical and sales) than non-migrants. For 
the other categories of labour-force status there is hardly any 
difference in the representation of migrants as opposed to non-migrants.
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For the Rural Areas a greater proportion of migrants (19%) are 
concentrated in white collar occupations compared to non-migrants (12%). 
Significant differences can also be seen in the services category, where 
13% of the migrants are located, compared with 9% of the rural 
non-migrants. A lesser proportion of migrants (56%) compared to 
non-migrants (63%) was found among the "did not work" category. 
Similarly rural non-migrant women (11%) were more likely to be employed 
in agriculture than women who migrated to Rural Areas (6%). Over-all, 
these findings suggest that in Rural Areas, migrant women were more 
likely to be employed in white collar and service occupations than 
non-migrant women, while non-migrants were more likely to be found among 
the "did not work" and agricultural occupations.
Table 3-9: Distribution of women ever in a union by
labour force status, migration status and current
residence
Current Residence
Georgetown Rural Areas
Recent Non- Recent Non-
migrants migrants migrants migrants
Labour-force % % % %
Profess/clerical/sales 30.1 28.6 19.3 11.7
Labour:skilled/unskilled 9.6 10.8 5.4 4.7
Services:household/other 22.8 22.0 13.4 8.9
Did not work 33.8 36.8 56.0 62.8
Agric:self-emp/other 3.6 1. 1 5.9 11.4
Not stated - .6 - .5
Total 99.9 99.9 100 99.7
N 219 527 202 1685
Source: GFS data tape 1975
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3.4 Socio-economic background variables
The negative relationship between fertility and socio-economic 
variables such as labor force status and education has generally been 
established in a number of studies [Hutchinson 1961; Bumpass 1969; 
Zarate 1967], However, some authors caution that the relationship may 
not be causal but that education and labour force status may act through 
intervening variables, which in turn determine fertility levels. 
Further, it was also noted that the relationships, found in some studies 
were not always inverse. Some authors observed that the inverse 
relationship between fertility and education was less likely to be found 
in the poorest, least literate countries and rural areas. In these 
situations, education associated with health improvements increases 
women's chances of conceiving and carrying births to term. Also, women 
with more education may give up traditional practices such as prolonged 
lactation and postpartum abstinence. A combination of these factors may 
result in the increased biological supply of children and higher 
fertility levels, at least in the short term [Cochrane 1981:166].
In the case of Guyana, J.Singh [1980:6-14] noted that although data 
from the 1960 and 1970 censuses generally indicated a negative inverse 
relationship between female education and fertility, this negative 
association between education and fertility only persisted among women 
with 4 to 5 years primary schooling and higher. For women with less 
than 4 to 5 years primary schooling, no consistent pattern of a negative 
relationship was found. Using data from the GFS 1975, another author 
also found that, in general, as education increased fertility declined. 
Among both East Indian and Non-East Indian women the complete and 
incomplete secondary education categories had distinctly lower fertility 
than women in the other education categories. There were some 
exceptions, however, as noted by the author, and particularly among the 
East Indians. This was explained as probably due to the temporary 
effects that a rise in education has on fertility, such as the giving up 
of certain fertility-inhibiting traditional practices such as breast 
feeding. Improvements in health, which also tend to increase 
fecundability/ were also suggested as possible causes of the unexpected 
pattern of fertility among East Indians [S. Singh 1984:21-22].
In the relationship between fertility and female labour force
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Status, it was also suggested that the more general findings of an
inverse relationship were less likely to occur in the least developed
countries. Some authors also caution that in looking for an association 
between female labour-force status and fertility, the compatibility of 
work with marriage and childbearing should also be examined. In this 
regard it is viewed that the cheap or ready availability of domestic 
help, or the presence of relatives who act as surrogate parents, results 
in the roles of mother and worker being effectively combined.
Therefore, the greater the compatibility between the roles of mother and 
worker the less likely there is to be a negative relationship between 
female employment and labour force status [Cochrane 1981; Stycos 1965; 
Stycos and Weller 1967; Weller 1968].
For Guyana, the GFS 1975 data demonstrated that among non-East 
Indians there was some support for the hypothesis of an inverse
relationship between female occupational status and fertility. Among 
this ethnic group, with few exceptions, the professional category 
consistently had the lowest fertility, while the combined agriculture 
and never worked groups usually had the highest fertility. Part of the 
hypothesis was weakened, however, as in late fertility (i.e. births 
occuring between 10-19 years since being in a union) and longer union 
durations, the lower status sales, service and manual jobs all had 
similar fertility with the combined agricultural and never worked 
groups. This caused the author to conclude that at lower status 
occupations childbearing was no more costly or disadvantageous than for 
those women who never worked. Among East Indian women/ the pattern of 
differentials showed a weaker and less consistent relationship and was 
quite different from that of the non-East Indians [S. Singh 1984:25].
Historically and up to recent times, the East Indian component of 
the Guyanese population has been known to have higher fertility than the 
non-East Indian component of the Guyanese population. Singh [1980:33] 
found from the 1946, 1960 and 1970 censuses that during each period,
East Indians in each age group consistently had higher fertility, even 
though by 1970 the differences had begun to narrow. Citing other 
authors, such as Roberts [1948] and Mandle [1973], he also noted that the 
higher fertility among East Indians was probably due to factors such as 
their "cultural continuity", early and universal marriage and their 
rural agricultural backgrounds.
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Both J. Singh [1980:35] and S. Singh [1984:10-18] wrote about the 
changing trends of fertility in Guyana. The former notes that the 
fertility of both the East Indian and non-East Indian populations 
increased from the 1946 to 1960 period, and declined between 1960 and 
1970. The latter found, using the GFS data 1975/ that fertility in the 
general population declined by 26% during the 10 years preceeding the 
survey. She also found that the decline in fertility did not take place 
uniformly among the major ethnic groups nor over the various stages of 
the life cycle. For instance, the non-East Indian population had a 
larger fertility decline in early fertility (i.e. births occurring 
during the first decade since first union). In late fertility (i.e. 
births occurring during the second decade since first union), their 
decline was less. In contrast the reverse was found to be true for the 
East Indian population, who experienced little change in early 
fertility, but whose decline in late fertility was substantial.
Because it was shown that migrants and non-migrants differ in terms 
of certain socio-economic characteristics/ such as labour-force and 
education, which are themselves related to fertility, .analyses of 
fertility differentials between migrants and non-migrants may be 
complicated by variations between the two groups in levels of education 
and employment status. In this analysis therefore it is necessary to 
control for education and labour force in order to determine whether 
there is any direct relationship between migration "per se" and 
fertility. Also, as discussed previously, because the major ethnic 
groups have displayed different levels and trends in their fertility, it 
is also considered useful to control for ethnicity as well in this 
analysis of migration and fertility. Goldstein [1981b:94] suggests that 
even if migration "per se" may not substantially affect fertility, it 
can and does influence fertility in conjunction with background 
variables with which fertility is associated. The extent to which 
migration remains highly selective of persons with certain background 
characteristics would therefore certainly influence the fertility levels 
of migrants, through the combined effects of the movement process and 
the pecuilar characteristics of migrants.
Table 3.10, which is a variant of Tables 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 with
controls for labour force status, shows that, with few exceptions, the
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Table 3-10: Age standardized total mean number of children
ever born to women ever in a union by labour force status, 
migration status and current residence.
Current residence
(Recent) 
migrants
Life-time 
migrants (N)
Non-
migrants^)
Georgetown
Profess/clerical/sales 1.83 (66) 1.89 (141 ) 2.04 (151)
Labour: skilled/unskilled 2.50 (21) 2.64 (42) 2.67 (57)
Services: household/other 2.55 (50 ) 2.69 (120 ) 2.79 (116)
Did not work 2.84 (74) 2.74 ( 160) 2.73 (194)
Agri: self-emp/other * (8) 3.22 (15) * (6)
Not stated - - (3)
Total (N) (219) (478) (527)
Other Urban
Profess/clerical/sales * 2.72 (38) * (15 )
Labour: skilled/unskilled * * ( 15) * (4)
Services: household/other * 3.24 (69) * (12)
Did not work * 3.67 (86) 1.65 (29)
Not stated - -
Total (N) (211) (60)
Rural
Profess/clerical/sales 3.07 (39) 3.78 (92 ) 3. 10 (197)
Labour: skilled/unskilled * ( 11) 3.21 (45) 3.14 (79)
Services: household/other 3.63 (27) 3.16 (81 ) 3.28 (150)
Did not work 3.21 (113) 3.72 (322) 3.56(1058)
Agric: self-emp/other * (12) 4.00 (66) 4.02 (193)
Not stated - (1) (8)
Total (N) (202) (607 ) ( 1685 )
Source: GFS data tape 1975. * = Less than 20 cases.
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basic findings of Tables 3.3, 3.4 and 3.5 remain intact even when labour 
force status is controlled. In the Georgetown residential area, for 
each labour force status category, (with the exception of the "did not 
work" group) recent migrants had the lowest fertility while life-time 
migrants had similar or slightly lower fertility compared to 
non-migrants. For the rural residence category, following the general 
pattern of Table 3.5, with the sole exception of the "did not work" 
group, for each labour force category the fertility of life-time 
migrants was higher relative to that of non-migrants, while recent 
migrants had lower fertility than both non-migrants and life-time 
migrants.
The direction of the fertility relationship among labour force 
sub-categories does not show a very consistent pattern. In respect of 
Georgetown, non-migrants, life-time migrants and recent migrants 
displayed a pattern of declining fertility, with white collar 
occupations having the highest levels, followed by labourers, those 
employed in services, the "did not work" group and those employed in 
agriculture. Non-migrants in rural residential areas, also followed 
this pattern, but the pattern for recent and life-time migrants did not 
follow this trend.
Similarly in Table 3.11, within the three education sub-categories, 
the same basic relationships as displayed in Tables 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 
were maintained, with few exceptions, for all three residential 
categories. The apparent negative association between fertility and 
education already discussed was fairly consistent.
In Table 3.12, with some exceptions, noticeably in respect of the 
"Other"1 ethnic category in Georgetown and the African group in Rural 
Areas, the patterns of fertility between migrants and non-migrants as 
displayed in Tables 3.3, 3.4, and 3.5 were maintained. These data
indicate that labor force, education and ethnicity, through their 
relationship with fertility, may only partially explain fertility 
differences between migrants and non-migrants. The fertility selective 
nature of the migration process and/or adaptation to fertility values at
"Other" ethnic group refer mainly to women of mixed race but also 
includes a small number of Europeans, Chinese and others.
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Table 3-11: Age standardized total mean number of children ever
born to women ever in a union, by education, migration 
status and current residence.
Current residence
(Recent) 
migrants
Life-time
migrants(N)
Non­
migrants (N)
Georgetown
Secondary/higher 1.86 (115) 1.92 (207) 2.17 (297)
Primary 4+ years 1.41 (86) 2.75 (230) 3.03 (207)
Primary <4 years * (15) 3.02 (33) * (16)
No education * (3) * (8) * (4)
Not stated - - (3 )
Total (N) (219) (478) (527)
Other Urban
Secondary/higher * 3.13 (72) 1.38 (40)
Primary 4+ years ★ 3.32 (122) 3.57 (20)
Primary <4 years * * (14) * (0)
No education * * (2) * (0)
Not stated CD -
Total (N) (211) (60)
Rural
Secondary/higher 1.77 (109) 2.69 (196) 3.01 (459)
Primary 4+ years 3.65 (71) 3.86 (278) 3.67 (820)
Primary <4 years * (16) 4.18 (97) 3.93 (294)
No education * (4) 3.02 (28) 4.19 (95)
Not stated (2) (8) (17)
Total (N) (202) (607) (1685)
Source: GFS data tape 1975. * = Less than 20 cases .
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Table 3-12: Age standardized total mean number of children ever
born to women ever in a union, by ethnicity, migration 
status and current residence.
(Recent) Life-time Non-
Current residence migrants migrants(N) migrants(N)
Georgetown
African 2.17 (99) 2.37 (233) 2.59 (297)
Other 2.88 (40) 2.68 (88) 2.38 (124)
East Indian 2.42 (80) 2.63 (167) 2.83 (106)
Total (N) (219) (478) (527)
Other Urban
African * 3.44 (154) 2.56 (43)
Other * 2.97 (28) * (7)
East Indian * 3.01 (29) * (10 )
Total (N) (211) (60)
Rural
African 3.58 (72) 3.28 (170) 3.30 (354)
Other 2.64 (24) 3.73 (76) 3.82 (88)
East Indian 3.48 (106) 3.79 (361) 3.55( 1243 )
Total (N) (202) (607) ( 1685)
Source: GFS data tape 1975. * = Less than 20 cases.
destination areas is therefore seen as being also accountable for the 
migrant-nonmigrant fertility differences in particular destination or 
current residence categories.
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CHAPTER 4
FERTILITY OF MIGRANT STREAMS
4.1 Destinations and migrant fertility
This chapter analyses the fertility of migrants, disaggregated into 
migration streams to further test the relevance of the "selectivity", 
"adaptation" and "disruption" hypotheses. In Table 4.1, among migrants 
originating from Rural areas, fertility was lowest for those who 
migrated to Georgetown, intermediate for those migrating to Other Urban 
areas and highest for those moving from one rural area to another. The 
standardized total means for life-time migrants were 2.52, 3.34 and 3.76 
respectively. These data indicate that rural origin migrants were more 
likely to migrate to destination areas where the existing fertility 
values were similar with their own. It is also possible that after 
migration the rural origin migrants may have adopted the existing 
fertility norms at place of destination. For migrants of rural origin, 
the apparent inverse relationship between fertility and urbanization of 
destination place also applies for nearly all age categories.
The comparison of fertility differences between rural non-migrants 
and rural origin migrants also reveal patterns consistent with the 
selectivity hypothesis. There is also some indication that, as 
suggested earlier, the nature of the migration-fertility relationship 
differs according to whether the migrants place of destination was rural 
or urban. From Table 4.1 it can be seen that compared to rural 
non-migrants, who had a standardized cumulative fertility of 3.51, those 
who migrated to Georgetown and Other Urban areas had lower fertility 
(2.52 and 3.34), while rural-to-rural migrants had higher fertility 
(3.76). Since the fertility of recent migrants from Rural Areas to 
Georgetown was slightly lower than that of life-time migrants (2.44 and 
2.52 respectively), and because the period of duration since the move 
was so short, it can be concluded that migration from Rural Areas to the 
City was selective of those with lower fertility, not only compared to
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Table 4-1: Mean number of children ever born to women ever in
a union by age, migration status, Rural place of origin and 
urban-rural destinations.
Migrants (Pural origin)
Destinations
Rural
Other
Urban Georgetown
Rural
Non­
migrants
(Recent) 
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Life-time
migrants
(Recent) 
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Non­
migrants
Age (tt) (N) (N) (N) (N) (N)
15-19 .61 (18) .67 (27) 1.33 (6) .41 (17) .50 (24) .77( 103 )
20-24 1.72 (58) 1.82 (84) 1.48 (31) 1.21 (58) 1. 16 (72) 1.82(311)
25-29 2.76 (34) 3.40 (82) 2.88 (33) 1.94 (47) 2.01 (99) 2.98(347 )
30-34 5.13 (15) 5.24 (70) 4.08 (24) 3.83 (36) 3.79 (78) 4.72(277)
35-39 * (9) 6.53 (60) 6.44 (32) 5.82 (17) 4.90 (60) 6.23(243 )
40-44 * (6) 7.46 (59) 5.79 (29) 3.22 (9) 4.65 (43) 6.91(207)
45-49 * (2 ) 7.66 (61 ) 6.39 (18 4.63 (19) 5.00 (53) 6.96(197)
Total: 2.87( 143 ) 4.78(443) 4.25(173) 2.57(203 ) 3.14(431) 4.33( 1685)
Standar 
-dized: 3.81 3.76 3.34 2.44 2.52 3.51
Source: (GFS) data tape 1975. * = Less than 20 cases.
Rural non-migrants, but lower than all the other migrant destination 
groups as well.
The fertility of rural-to-rural migrants was higher compared to 
that of rural non-migrants. Considering that the more recent migrants 
of this group had slightly higher or similar fertility compared to 
life-time migrants, this suggests that rural-to-rural migration may have 
been selective of the highest fertility groups. These arguments are 
further supported in the case of Rural-to-Georgetown migrants, where 
even the older women in the recent migrant group, who presumably bore 
most of their children in rural origin areas, had lower fertility 
compared to rural non-migrants.
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These data indicate that, relative to rural non-migrants, the 
rural-to-city and rural-to-other urban migrants had lower fertility, 
possibly because of the migration selection process. Eecause of these 
same processes the rural-to-rural group of migrants had higher fertility 
than rural non-migrants and the other migrant destination groups. These 
findings lend some support to the selectivity hypothesis in the 
explanation of migrant/non-migrant fertility. Also, since rural origin 
migration to urban areas appears to be associated with lower fertility 
compared to rural non-migrants, while migration to other rural areas 
seems to be associated with higher fertility, it may be that lower 
fertility migrants are attracted to urban areas while higher fertility 
migrants tend to be drawn to rural areas.
Table 4.2 follows the same basic pattern established in Table 4.1. 
Migrants from Other Urban areas also had fertility ranging from low to 
high in respect of those who moved to Georgetown and Rural areas. 
Migrants to Georgetown had lower fertility compared to Other Urban 
non-migrants, while the rural bound migrants had the highest fertility. 
Again it seems that, like rural origin migrants (Table 4.1), migrants 
originating from Other Urban Areas, selected city or rural destinations 
according to whether they had low or high fertility preferences or they 
quickly adjusted their fertility preferences to suit existing levels at 
destination areas soon after arrival.
Table 4.3 also contains trends which seem to indicate migrant 
selectivity or adaptation. Migrants originating from Georgetown had 
fertility ranging from low to high, depending on whether destinations 
were Other Urban or Rural zreas. For life-time migrants, those moving 
to Urban Areas had lower cumulative fertility (2.96) compared to those 
moving to Rural Areas (3.22). Georgetown non-migrants had the lowest 
cumulative fertility (2.59). Considering that Georgetown non-migrants 
had such low comparative fertility (2.59), the relatively high fertility 
of the recent arrivals among the City to rural migrants (3.24) suggests 
that migration was selective of this higher fertility migrant group at 
origin.
From Tables 4.1, 4.2, and 4.3 the selective nature of the
migration-fertility relationship appears to be evident. In addition, 
migrants to urban areas (particularly to Georgetown), irrespective of
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Table 4-2: Mean number of children ever born to women ever in
a union by age, migration status, Other Urban place of 
origin and urban-rural destinations.
Migrants (Other Urban origin)
Destinations
Other Other
Rural Urban Georgetown Urban
Life-time Life-time Life-time Non-
migrants migrants migrants migrants
Age
15-19 .83
(N)
(6) -
(N)
.33 (6) .09 (11)
20-24 .89 (9) ★ (2) 1.22 (9) 1.60 (20 )
25-29 3.90 ( 10) - 1.40 (5) 1.90 ( 10)
30-34 4.50 (4) - 4.14 (7) 5.00 (6)
35-39 4.89 (9) * (1) 4.29 (7) 3.00 (3)
40-44 7.00 (3) - 4.14 (7) 8.25 (4)
45-49 8.75 (8) * (1) 4.17 (6) 6.00 (6)
Total: 4. 18 (49) ★ (4) 2.83 (47) 2.67 (60)
Standar 
-dized:
Source:
3.46 
(GFS ) data tape
*
1975. *
2.25
= Less than 20
2.86
cases
urban-rural origins, seem to form a distinctive low fertility group, 
having lower fertility than non-migrants at origins. On the other hand, 
migrants to rural destinations had higher fertility relative to 
non-migrants at origins. This seems to suggest that the nature of the 
migration-fertility relationship may be quite different for city and 
urban destinations compared to rural destinations. It can be concluded, 
therefore, that the degree of urbanization at destination areas may play 
an important role in determining the fertility of migrants who are 
attracted to particular destination areas.
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Table 4-3: Mean number of children ever born to women ever in
a union by age, migration status, Georgetown origin and 
urban-rural destinations.
Migrants (Georgetown origin)
Destinations
Other
Rural Urban Georgetown
(Recent) Life-Time Life-time Non-
migrants migrants migrants migrants
Age (N) (N) (N) (N)
15-19 .20 (5) .60 (10 ) - .67 (52)
20-24 1.30 (10) 1.80 (25) 2.33 (9) 1. 18 (123)
25-29 2.33 (12) 2.65 (20) 3.00 (5) 2.45 (106)
30-34 5.67 (9) 4.30 (20) 3.67 (3) 2.76 (55)
35-39 4.33 (3 ) 4.30 (10 ) 4.50 (4) 4.67 (72)
40-44 9.00 (2) 6.45 (11) 4.29 (7) 5.46 (54)
45-49 6.67 (3) 8.26 (19) 7.83 (6) 5.32 (65)
Total: 3.27 (44) 4.01 (115) 4.18 (34) 2.98 (527)
Standar 
-dized: 3.24 3.22 2.96 2.59
Source: GFS data tape 1975.
4.2 Origins and migrant fertility
According to Table 4.4, in relation to Rural destination areas the 
differences in fertility between migrants from urban as opposed to rural 
origins appears to be related to the degree of urbanization in origin 
areas. Thus, the Georgetown origin migrants had the lowest fertility 
(3.22), Other Urban were intermediate (3.46) and Rural origin were 
highest (3.76). In comparison with rural non-migrants who had a 
standardized cummulative fertility of 3.51, only migrants from other 
rural areas had higher fertility. It can be said, therefore, that 
because of their lower fertility, migrants from Georgetown and Other
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Urban Areas contributed less to the natural increase of population in 
Rural Areas compared with rural non-migrants and migrants from other 
rural areas.
Table 4.5 also indicates the effect of levels of urbanization at 
origin on the fertility of migrants. In respect of migrants to other 
urban destinations, those from rural origins (3.34) had higher fertility 
relative to those from Georgetown (2.96). In addition other urban 
non-migrants had a cumulative fertility of 2.86, which was slightly 
lower or approximately level with Georgetown origin migrants, but lower 
than that of rural origin migrants. From these data it appears that, in 
the context of other urban destination areas, migrants (and particularly 
rural origin migrants) by their higher fertility, contributed more to 
population through natural increase than do non-migrants. Table 4.6 
also points to the influence of urban origin in depressing migrant 
fertility. In relation to the Georgetown destination area, life-time 
migrants from Other Urban areas had a standardized cumulative fertility 
of 2.25, compared with the corresponding figure of 2.52 for rural origin 
migrants. Georgetown non-migrants with a standardized cumulative 
fertility of 2.59, had similar levels of fertility to rural origin 
migrants, while both these groups had higher fertility compared to 
migrants from Other Urban areas. These findings suggest that migrants 
to Georgetown, in comparison with non-migrants, do not contribute 
substantially to the natural increase component of population growth in 
Georgetown.
Tables 4.4 and 4.6 suggest some degree of adaptation of migrant 
fertility to non-migrant fertility. As can be seen in Table 4.4, in 
respect of the rural-to-rural migrants, those with shorter durations of 
residence had higher fertility (3.81) compared with the longer duration 
resident group (3.76). When these are compared with non-migrant 
fertility (3.51), it appears that some adaptation to non-migrant 
fertility levels may be taking place. For rural-to-rural migrants also, 
the fact that the cummulative fertility of recent migrants is greater 
compared to life-time migrants, suggests a lack of support for the 
disruption hypothesis. This is not surprising if the view is taken (as 
some authors suggests) that movement between similar areas (in this case 
rural-to-rural), because of similarities in values and norms, should
Table 4-4: Mean number of children ever born to women ever in
a union by age, migration status, Rural destination and 
Urban-rural residence.
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Migrants (Rural destination)
Origins
Other
Rural Urban Georgetown Rural
Life-time 
(recent) 
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Life-time 
(recent) 
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Life-time 
(recent) 
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Non­
migrants
Age (N) (N) (N) (N ) (N) (N) (N)
15-19 .61 (18) .67 (27) 1.00 (2 ) .83 (6) .20 (5) .60 (10 ) .77 (103)
20-24 1.72 (58) 1.82 (84) .50 (2) .89 (9) 1.30 (10 ) 1.80 (25 ) 1.82 (311 )
25-29 2.76 (34) 3.40 (82 ) 3.20 (5) 3.90 (12) 2.33 (12 ) 2.65 (20 ) 2.98 (347)
30-34 5. 13 ( 15 ) 5.24 (70 ) 4.00 (2 ) 4.50 (4 ) 5.67 (9) 4.30 (20 ) 4.72 (277 )
35-3 9 7.44 (9) 6.53 (60 ) 4.50 (2 ) 4.89 (9) 4.33 (3 ) 4.30 (10 ) 6.23 (243 )
40-44 6.50 (6) 7.46 (59 ) 9.50 (2) 7.00 (3 ) 9.00 (2 ) 6.45 (11 ) 6.91 (207)
45-49 10.00 (2) 7.66 (61 ) .00 (1 ) 8.75 (8) 6.67 (3 ) 8.26 (19) 6.69 (197)
Total: 2.87(142) 4.78(443) 3.44 (16) 4.18 (49) 3.27 (44) 4.01(115) 4.33(1685 )
3'dized: 3.81 3.76 * 113.46 3.24 113.22 3.51
GFS data tape 1975.Source: Less than 20 cases
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Table 4-5: Mean number of children ever bom to women ever in
a union by age, migration status, Other Urban destination 
and urban-rural origin.
Migrants (Other Urban destination)
Origins
Rural
Other
Urban Georgetown Other
Urban
Non­
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Age (N) (N) (N) (N)
15-19 1.33 (6) - - .09 (11)
20-24 1.48 (31) * (2) 2.33 (9) 1.60 ( 20 )
25-29 2.88 (33) - 3.00 (5) 1.90 (10)
30-34 4.08 (24) - 3.67 (3) 5.00 (6)
35-39 6.44 (32) * (1) 4.50 (4) 3.00 (3)
40-44 5.79 (29) - 4.29 (7) 8.25 (4)
45-49 6.39 (18) * (1 ) 7.83 (6) 6.00 (6)
Total: 4.25(173) * (4) 4.18 (34) 2.67 (60)
Standar 
-dized: 3.34 * 2.96 2.86
Source: (GFS) data tape 1975. * = Less than 20 cases.
result in less or no disruption of fertility. In the case of 
Georgetown-to-rural migrants, evidence of "adaptation" or "disruption" 
is non-existent as the relatively low fertility of recent migrants 
(3.24) is maintained for life-time migrants (3.22).
In Table 4.6, rural-to-Georgetown migrants do indicate "disruption" 
and some "adaptation" to the fertility levels attained by non-migrants 
in Georgetown. Recent migrants had fertility levels at 2.44 compared to 
2.52 for life-time migrants, while the Georgetown non-migrants had a 
corresponding fertility of 2.59. Although the evidence presented here 
is not conclusive, it may well be that the "adaptation" and "disruption" 
processes which affect migrant fertility may only operate when migrants
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Table 4-6: Mean number of children ever born to women ever in
a union by age, migration status, Georgetown destination 
and urban-rural origin.
Migrants (Georgetown destination)
Origins
Other
Rural Urban Georgetown
(Recent) 
migrants
Life-time
migrants
(Recent) 
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Non­
migrants
Age (N) (N) (N) (N) (N)
15-19 .40 (17) .50 (24) .00 (2) .33 (6) .67 (52)
20-24 1.21 (58) 1. 16 (74) .40 (5) 1.22 (9) 1.18(123 )
25-29 1.94 (47) 2.01 (99) 1.75 (4) 1.40 (5) 2.45(106 )
30-34 3.83 (36) 3.79 (78) 4.33 (3) 4. 14 (7) 2.76 (55)
35-39 5.82 (17) 4.90 (60) 1.50 (2 ) 4.29 (7) 4.67 (72)
40-44 3.22 (9) 4.65 (43) - 4.14 (7) 5.46 (54)
45-49 4.63 (19) 5.00 (53) - 4.17 (6) 5.32 (65)
Total: 2.57(203 ) 3.14(431) 1.56 ( 16) 2.83 (47) 2.98(527)
Standar
-dized: 2.44 2.52 * 2.25 2.59
Source: (GFS ) data tape 1975. * = Less than 20 cases.
move from high fertility to low fertility areas (i.e. rural-to-urban), 
as opposed to the reverse, when migrants move from low to high fertility 
areas (i.e. City/urban-to-rural). In addition it also seems that 
migration between rural areas is not occasioned by disruptions in 
migrant fertility.
As noted in Section 3.2 (Table 3.2), there appears to be no 
consistent pattern of lower or higher migrant fertility compared to 
non-migrant fertility in the various residential destination areas. 
Examination of Tables 4.4, 4.5, and 4.6 suggests that whether migrant 
fertility is generally lower or higher than non-migrant fertility at 
destination depends on the rural-urban nature of the destination and
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origin areas, as well as the relative number of migrants from particular 
origin areas. Thus, it can be seen in Table 4.4 that even though the 
Georgetown-to-rural fertility (3.22) and the Other Urban-to-rural 
fertility (3.46) was lower compared to that of non-migrants (3.51), the 
rural-to-rural migrants by their higher fertility (3.76) and greater 
numbers relative to the other migrant streams, raised total migrant 
fertility to higher levels (3.65) compared to rural non-migrants (see 
Table 3.2). Similarly, in Table 4.5 the Georgetown-to-urban migrants
had similar fertility (2.96) to Other Urban non-migrants (2.86). 
Nevertheless the greater numbers and higher fertility of rural-to 
rural-migrants (3.34) pushes total migrant fertility to 3.33, past the 
levels displayed by Other Urban non-migrants (see Table 3.2). Again, in 
Table 4.6, Other Urban migrants to Georgetown had lower fertility (2.25) 
compared to Georgetown non-migrants (2.59). Nontheless the fertility of 
Rural-to-Georgetown migrants (2.52) which was similar to Georgetown 
non-migrants, influenced the overall levels of total migrant fertility 
(2.49) to slightly lower or similar levels levels compared to
non-migrants (see Table 3.2).
It should be especially noted that, of the three residential 
categories, only in the case of Georgetown did all in-migrant streams 
have lower or similar fertility compared to non-migrants. As pointed 
out earlier, this suggests that migrants to Georgetown make up a very 
select low fertility group. For Other Urban and Rural residential 
areas, migrants attracted to these areas are characterized less by their 
low fertility, particularly those of rural origins.
4.3 Socio-economic background variables
In an attempt to distinguish between the influence of background 
variables on fertility and that of the migration process "per se", 
controls for labour force, education and ethnicity were again 
introduced. In relation to the patterns established in Tables 4.4, 4.5 
and 4.6, there were a few exceptions when the background variables were 
controlled (see Appendices F, G and H). However, closer examination 
reveals that by and large the general relationships previously 
identified were maintained. Thus, in Appendix F, after controlling for 
labour force, education and ethnicity, in nearly every instance were
58
rural-to-rural migrants found to have the highest fertility, followed by 
rural non-migrants. There is enough evidence therefore from Appendix F 
to conclude that the fundamental patterns of a negative association 
between the fertility of migrants and urbanization at areas of origin, 
are maintained. In particular, the position of Rural non-migrants as 
the second highest fertility group is maintained. As already mentioned, 
in Appendices G and H, and where the number of cases in the relevant 
cells allows comparisons, the general trends established in Tables 4.5 
and 4.6 respectively are affirmed.
4.4 Relative influence of origins and destinations
Table 4.7 summarises Tables 4.1 - 4.3 and 4.4 - 4.6. From the row 
figures in Table 4.7 and foregoing discussions on tables 4.1 - 4.3, 
there is evidence of the influence of the degree of urbanization at 
place of destination in bringing about a reduction in the fertility of 
migrants. Thus, regardless of urban-rural place of origin, migrants had 
fertility ranging from high to intermediate to low according to whether 
they moved to Rural, Other Urban and Georgetown respectively. These 
findings are further substantiated in Table 4.7 (bottom two rows) which 
shows that for Rural, Other Urban and Georgetown residential areas, 
total migrant as well as non-migrant fertility appears to be negatively 
associated with the degree of urbanization in particular residential 
areas. For both total migrants and total non-migrants, Rural 
residential areas had highest fertility, Other Urban Areas were 
intermediate, and Georgetown had the lowest fertility levels.
From the column figures of Table 4.7 and the discussion on Tables
4.4 - 4.6, the greater degree of urbanization at migrant origin areas is 
also seen as depressing fertility, regardless of whether destinations 
were Rural, Other Urban or Georgetown. In Rural, Other Urban and 
Georgetown destination areas, migrants had higher, intermediate or lower 
fertility depending on whether their origins were rural, other urban or 
Georgetown. Comparable findings were made for Thailand by Goldstein 
[1978:176-77], and Goldstein and Goldstein [1981:244]. They found that, 
regardless of whether migrant origins were urban or rural, "the average 
number of children varied inversely with residence on the urban-rural 
continuum". They also found that, within particular destination
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categories, the fertility of migrants was also related to the degree of 
urbanization at origin areas. Thus, the average number of children born 
to the rural origin migrant group was always higher than that of the 
urban origin group.
Table 4-7: Age standardized total mean number of children ever
born to migrant women ever in a union by place of origin and
destination.
Current Residence (Destination)
Other Total
Rural Urban Georgetown Country
Migrants Migrants Migrants Migrants
(recent) life- (recent) life- (recent) life- (recent) life-
Migrant
Origins
time time time time
Rural 3.81 3.76 * 3.34 2.44 2.52 2.84 3.18
Other Urban * 3.46 * * * 2.25 2.27 2.88
Georgetown 3.24 3.22 * 2.96 - 3.00 3.17
Tot. Migrants 3.49 3.65 2.74 3.33 2.37 2.49 2.86 3.15
Tot. Nonmigrants 3.51 2.86 2.59 3.28
Total Mean 3.55 3.13 2.56 3.24
Total (N) (2292 ) (271 ) ( 1005 ) (3568 )
Source: (GFS) data tape 1975. * = less than 20 cases.
An examination of the column figures in Table 4.7 also reveals 
that, although migrants came from different origins, once they had 
settled in particular destination areas their fertility became fairly 
similar relative to each other and to non-migrants in destination areas. 
In demonstration of this general conclusion, it can be seen that for 
Rural residential areas the greatest difference in fertility between 
migrants and non-migrants was between those migrants originating from 
Rural areas (3.76) and those originating from Georgetown (3.22). The 
difference between these two groups was only 14%. Similarly, in the
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context of Other Urban and Georgetown residential areas, the difference 
between the lowest and highest non-migrant and migrant origin groups was 
only 13% and 11% respectively. In contrast, the row figures suggest 
that migrants who originated from common origin areas but settled at 
different urban-rural destinations had wider ranging fertility
differences between themselves and non-migrants at origin areas. 
Comparing non-migrants and rural origin migrants, migrants to Georgetown 
had 33% lower fertility (2.52) compared to those who moved to other 
rural areas (3.76). In the case of migrants originating from Other 
Urban areas (and Other Urban non-migrants), migrants to Georgetown, with 
a cumulative fertility of 2.25, had 35% lower fertility relative to 
those who moved to Rural areas (3.46). Similarly, comparing fertility 
differences among Georgetown non-migrants and Georgetown origin 
migrants, the greatest difference (20%) was between Georgetown
non-migrants (2.59) and migrants to Rural areas (3.22).
Even though the analyses and findings of S. Singh [1984:19-20] are 
not strictly comparable because of the use of different categorizations, 
there are some similarities between her findings and those of this 
study. For instance according to her categories, it was found that 
women who fit into the combined variable of rural place of birth and 
rural place of residence (rur/rur group) had the highest fertility. 
They were followed by women who were born in rural areas but were 
currently living in urban areas (rur/urb group). Lowest fertility was 
found for women who were born in urban areas and currently living in 
urban areas (urb/urb group). The author also found that the amount of 
fertility decline in the 10 years before the survey varied among 
residence groups. For instance the urb/urb group experienced the 
greatest fertility decline relative to the rur/urb and the rur/rur 
groups .
In conclusion, even though the urban-rural nature of both 
destination and origin areas appears to have some influence on the 
fertility of migrants, from these data the urban-rural character of 
destination areas appears to have a greater influence in determining the 
levels of fertility attained by migrants. Goldstein [1978:176-177] 
reported somewhat similar findings when he noted that although within 
destination categories the rural origin migrants had higher fertility
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compared to the urban origin group, the differences were only
substantial between the two migration streams whose destinations were 
rural. Therefore, the differential between those moving from
rural-to-rural as opposed to those moving from urban to rural was almost 
five times greater compared to the difference between the rural and 
urban origin migrants to Bangkok. From this he concluded that urban 
destination determines the fertility levels of migrants more than does 
the nature of their urban or rural origin.
From Table 4.7 it is also worthy of note that the fertility of 
rural-to-rural migrants (3.76) represented the highest fertility in 
respect of any of the groups categorized by migrant status or migration 
streams. On the other hand, migrants from Other Urban areas to
Georgetown represented the lowest fertility group (2.25), having lower 
fertility than their non-migrant counterparts in both origin and 
destination areas. Goldstein [1978:178] also found that, of all migrant 
streams, the rural-to-rural group displayed the highest fertility while 
the other urban-to-Bangkok stream had the lowest fertility. He remarked 
that these groups were very distinctive and their fertility reflected 
the interaction of factors associated with origin and destination as 
having a joint impact on fertility levels.
In Table 4.7 also, even though the total mean fertility of city 
origin migrants to Rural Areas (3.22) was significantly lower than that 
of non-migrants in Rural Areas (3.51), it is still surprisingly high 
considering the low fertility experience of Georgetown non-migrants, who 
had, as already noted, 20% lower fertility relative to the City-to-rural 
migrants. The standardized cumulative fertility of 3.24 for recent 
migrants from Georgetown to Rural areas indicates that it is the women 
from -Georgetown with relatively higher fertility who were relocating in 
Rural Areas. The relative importance of destination areas, whether 
urban or rural is again underscored. However, the fact that
city-to-rural migrants, had lower fertility relative to not only rural 
non-migrants but also other urban and rural origin migrants in Rural 
Areas, suggests that they can still serve as models of low fertility for 
residents in Rural Areas.
Further evidence of the relevance of the "selectivity" hypothesis 
and the differential relation in fertility and migration between urban
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and rural areas was also found in Table 4.7. In the case of Georgetown, 
in-migrants from Rural (2.52) and Other Urban Areas (2.25) both had 
lower fertility compared with non-migrants in the respective origin 
areas (3.51 and 2.86). Ey contrast, in Rural Areas migrants from other 
rural (3.76), other urban (3.46) and Georgetown (3.22) had higher 
fertility compared to non-migrants in the respective origin areas (3.51, 
2.86, and 2.59). This seems to suggest that migration had a
differential impact on the fertility of migrants, depending on whether 
their destinations were City or rural. Thus, migration to the City was 
associated with lower fertility of migrants compared to non-migrants in 
respective origin areas, while migration to Rural Areas resulted in 
higher fertility of migrants relative to non-migrants in particular 
origin areas. This is interpreted to indicate that city destination 
areas operated to select lower fertility migrants, while for rural 
destination areas the reverse was true. That is, they operated to 
select migrants with higher fertility relative to non-migrants at 
origin.
While these findings could also be interpreted to indicate that 
migrants may have adapted to the fertility in the particular destination 
areas, the levels of fertility for recent migrants suggests that the 
differential selectivity or attraction of higher and lower fertility 
groups to rural and City destination areas offers a more plausible 
explanation. It is seen, therefore, that in the case of rural-to-rural 
migrants, the recent arrivals (3.81) had higher fertility compared to 
those with longer durations of residence (3.76). Similarly, among the 
Georgetown-to-rural migrants, recent migrants (3.24) had slightly higher 
or at least similar fertility relative to those of longer durations of 
residence (3.22). This indicates that the higher fertility of migrants 
to Rural Areas compared to that of non-migrants at origins, was already 
much in evidence shortly after the move. The lower fertility of 
migrants to Georgetown, relative to that of non-migrants at origin was 
also in evidence shortly after the move, since recent migrants had a 
cumulative fertility of 2.44, while life-time migrants had a 
corresponding fertility of 2.52. This analysis therefore further 
supports the selection hypothesis and the supposition that migration may 
have a differential impact on fertility between migrants to the City as 
opposed to rural destinations.
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CHAPTER 5
SUMMARY FINDINGS AND CONCLUSIONS
Within the limitations of this study, particularly those relating 
to the use of the cumulative measure of fertility in a study of this 
nature, several conclusions can be drawn. From the preceding analyses 
it is clear that fertility was negatively associated with degree of 
urbanization. In the analysis of the aggregate migrant/non-migrant 
population in the various residence categories, Georgetown had the 
lowest fertility levels, Other Urban areas intermediate and Rural areas 
the highest. These patterns were fairly consistent even by age. 
Further, when migration status was controlled (i.e. in respect of recent 
migrants, life-time migrants and non-migrants), the negative 
relationship between fertility and degree of urbanization was 
maintained. Thus, for recent migrants as well as life-time migrants and 
non-migrants, those resident in Georgetown had the lowest fertility, 
while those resident in Other Urban and Rural Areas had intermediate and 
highest fertility respectively. Again, the negative relationship 
between fertility and urbanization was confirmed when further controls 
were introduced for migrant origins and destinations. It was seen that 
migrants who moved to the various urban-rural destinations had fertility 
ranging from lowest for those who originated from Georgetown, 
intermediate for those who originated from Other Urban Areas and highest 
for those who originated from Rural Areas. Similarly, among migrants 
from the various urban-rural origins, those who migrated to Georgetown 
had the lowest fertility, while those moving to Other Urban and Rural 
destinations had intermediate and high fertility levels.
In a related issue, even though the analyses indicated that the 
degree of urbanization at both origin and destination was negatively 
related to the fertility of migrants, the urban-rural nature of 
destination areas appeared to have the greater influence on the 
fertility levels of migrants. In this regard, the influence of urban
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areas, particularly Georgetown, in bringing about the relatively low 
fertility of migrants, regardless of origin areas, was particularly 
evident.
The extent to which any one or combination of hypotheses attempting 
to explain migrant-nonmigant fertility may have had greater relevance in 
the context of Guyana could not be fully ascertained from this study, 
although some insights into the relevance or non-applicability of the 
major hypotheses did emerge. When migration status was controlled, it 
was found that for all groups (recent migrants, life-time migrants and 
non-migrants) fertility ranged from lowest for those who resided in 
Georgetown, intermediate for those in Other Urban areas and highest for 
those who lived in Rural residential areas. This was interpreted to 
suggest that generally migrants were either selective of destination 
areas according to whether fertility levels in those areas suited their 
particular preferences or they quickly adapted to the fertility norms 
and values at particular destination areas.
Further analysis indicated only limited support for the 
"adaptation" hypothesis, since only in the case of Georgetown did the 
relatively low fertility of recent migrants increase to similar levels 
as those of non-migrants in Georgetown, as indicated by the fertility of 
life-time migrants. In the case of Other Urban and Rural areas, in 
comparing migrant and non-migrant fertility, lower migrant fertility 
among recent migrants gave way to higher migrant fertility among 
life-time migrants. This did not indicate migrant adaptation to the 
fertility levels of non-migrants in Other Urban and Rural areas.
In the analysis of migration streams, some adaptation of migrant to 
non-migrant fertility was evident among the rural-to-rural migrants, 
since recent migrants had higher fertility, while the fertility of 
life-time migrants was lower and more similar to that of rural 
non-migrants. In the case of rural-to-Georgetown migrants also, the 
relatively low fertility of recent migrants and the higher fertility of 
life-time migrants, which were at similar levels to that of Georgetown 
non-migrants, again suggested some support for the adaptation 
hypothesis. Adaptation of migrant to non-migrant fertility did not take 
place uniformly (or at least over comparable periods) over all migrant 
streams, since the levels of fertility attained by recent 
Georgetown-to-rural migrants were maintained by life-time migrants.
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When migration status was controlled in the various residence 
categories of Georgetown, Other Urban and Rural areas, lower fertility 
among recent migrants gave way to higher fertility among life-time 
migrants. This was interpreted to suggest that the migration process 
may have disrupted fertility in the period shortly after the move, even 
though these findings may also be interpreted to mean that the 
migration-fertility relationship had changed over time, with the more 
recent migrants making up a more select, low fertility group, compared 
to migrants of earlier periods. Analysis by migration streams indicated 
that, for rural-to-rural and Georgetown-to-rural migrants, disruptions 
to fertility did not take place. For rural-to-rural migrants, recent 
migrant fertility was greater compared to life-time migrants. Also, for 
Georgetown-to-rural migrants, the levels of fertility attained by recent 
migrants was maintained by life-time migrants. In the case of
rural-to-Georgetown migrants, however, there was some suggestion of 
disruptions to fertility since the lower fertility of recent migrants 
was increased to slightly higher levels among life-time migrants.
There was relatively strong support in the analyses for the 
selectivity hypothesis. As mentioned previously, when migration status 
was controlled in each residential category, the fertility of recent 
migrants, life-time migrants and non-migrants all followed the pattern 
of lowest for Georgetown residence, intermediate for Other Urban and 
highest for Rural areas. In view of the clearly established 
relationship between fertility and urbanization for the various 
migration status groups, it was suggested that migrants may have 
selected destination areas which suited their fertility preferences.
Further analysis by migration streams supported this notion, since, 
in comparison with non-migrants in each residence category, the 
fertility of migrants originating fron particular areas, was lower or 
higher depending on whether there were greater levels of urbanization at 
destination areas compared to origins. In the case of the Georgetown 
origin area, migrants to Other Urban and Rural Areas both had higher 
fertility than non-migrants in Georgetown, with the Other Urban 
destination migrants having lower fertility than those to rural 
destinations. The fertility of migrants originating from Other Urban 
and Rural Areas followed this same pattern. For Other Urban origin
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areas, those migrating to Georgetown had lower fertility compared not 
only to those moving to Rural areas, but lower than even non-migrants in 
Other Urban areas. Similarly, for Rural origin areas, migrants to 
Georgetown had lowest fertility, followed by migrants to Other Urban 
areas and rural non-migrants. The rural-to-rural migrants of this group 
had the highest fertility levels.
These findings suggest that migrants from particular origin areas 
were selecting destinations in which fertility levels were in keeping 
with their preferences. Even though these findings could also have been 
interpreted to mean that migrants were adapting to fertility norms at 
destination areas, the analysis of recent migrants indicated that this 
was not the case. Wherever analysis of recent migrants were possible 
for migrant streams, the data indicated that, compared to non-migrants 
at origin, lower or higher migrant fertility was already much in 
evidence shortly after the move, as indicated by the fertility of recent 
migrants. Thus, for rural origin migrants to Georgetown, the fertility 
of recent migrants was lower relative to life-time migrants. This 
indicated that the pattern of lower migrant fertility relative to 
non-migrants at origin was already well entrenched shortly after the 
move. Similarly, among rural-to-rural migrants, recent migrants had 
higher fertility than life-time migrants. Again this indicated that 
shortly after the move, or possibly at the time of the move, 
rural-to-rural migrants already had high fertility compared to rural 
non-migrants. Again, for Georgetown-to-rural migrants higher fertility 
relative to non-migrants in Georgetown was already well entrenched 
shortly after the move, as indicated by the fertility of recent 
migrants. The selectivity hypothesis was further supported by the 
finding that even among recent migrants to Georgetown, the fertility of 
older women (who presumably bore most of their children in rural origin 
areas) was lower than that of their non-migrant counterparts in origin 
areas.
The analyses also indicate that the migration-fertility 
relationship may be different for City and Other Urban Areas as opposed 
to Rural Areas. As already noted, even though the evidence may not be 
conclusive, fertility disruptions associated with migration appear to be 
more evident in migration to City areas as opposed to migration to Rural
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areas. In addition, in Georgetown the fertility of recent migrants 
compared to non-migrants was characterized by greater differences, while 
for Other Urban and Rural areas, the same differences were considerably 
less or negligible. Further, in the case of Georgetown the fertility of 
life-time migrants did not exceed that of non-migrants, while for Other 
Urban and Rural Areas the reverse was true.
Additional support was given to these observations in the light of 
the finding that generally migration to Rural Areas was associated with 
an increase in the fertility of migrants relative to non-migrants in 
particular origin areas (i.e. migration was selective of higher 
fertility groups) . On the other hand, migration to the City was 
associated with lower fertility of migrants compared to non-migrants at 
destination (i.e. migration was selective of lower fertility groups). 
As suggested by some authors, the difference in the migration-fertility 
relationship between urban and rural areas may indicate different 
motivations on the part of migrants moving to city or urban areas as 
opposed to rural destinations. Migrants to City or urban areas are 
therefore seen as being a more innovative and achievement oriented group 
who perceive large families as obstacles to upward social mobility, not 
to mention the greater socio-economic costs and related constraints 
associated with city or urban life styles [Goldstein and Goldstein 
1982:133]. Still, Other authors suggest that, since it is widely 
accepted that children are more costly to rear in urban than in rural 
areas, migrants reveal their fertility preferences by moving to areas 
where local prices and opportunities favour their preferred pattern of 
fertility behaviour. In this regard, migration between urban-rural 
areas is seen as being largely influenced by family size preferences, 
with those desiring larger families usually locating in rural areas, 
while those prefering smaller families tend to locate in urban areas. 
The authors caution, however, that the strength of selection of migrants 
would depend on the extent of urban-rural differences including costs 
and economic and social forces motivating migration in the particular 
country [Ribe and Schultz 1980:45-46].
In relation to the effect of migration on overall levels of 
fertility, the findings suggest that the presence of migrants in 
Georgetown by their lower fertility compared to non-migrants, does not
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contribute to an increase in fertility levels in the city. However, 
because of the relatively large numbers involved and because of the 
concentration of migrants in the prime childbearing ages, migration to 
Georgetown should result in higher rates of population natural increase. 
The overall effect of the presence of migrants in Other Urban and Rural 
areas is to increase the levels of fertility and thus natural increase 
in those areas. Since rural-to-urban (and particularly rural-to-city) 
migration appears to be associated with a decrease in fertility, while 
migration to rural destinations (particularly rural-to-rural) has the 
reverse effect (i.e. increased fertility), the potentials for 
influencing overall levels of fertility is evident. Even though 
encouraging rural-to-rural and particularly rural-to-urban migration may 
not be a feasible means of influencing fertility (because, in the latter 
case, of the costs associated with urban growth) the motivations and 
processes which influence fertility, if thoroughly understood, may be 
used as an instrument of policy. Government programmes and policies may 
therefore be directed at hastening the processes or creating the 
conditions which encourage particular fertility tendencies among these 
migrants.
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APPENDIX A 
MIGRATION RATES
In-migration rate:
M.i
M.i = ----------. K
Pi , t+n
Where M.i = life-time in-migrants and
Pi, t+n = residents (including in-migrants).
Out-migration rate:
M.i
Mi. -----------------------  . K
Pi, t+n - M.i + Mi
Where Mi. = life-time out- migrants and
Pi, t+n - M.i + Mi. = residents (including out-migrants, but excluding
in-migrants
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APPENDIX B
RELEVANT SURVEY QUESTIONS
CONDIDENTTAL
___Information to be used
for research purposes 
only
INDIVIDUAL QUESTIONNAIRE
(For all women aged 15-49 years who are not full­
time students at a primary or secondary school)
IDENTIFICATION
ASSIGNED NUMBER OF ELIGIBLE WOMAN
Interview calls 1 2 3
Date
Interviewer name 
Time started 
Time ended 
Duration
Result**
Next visit: Date
‘I l ill«-
.... ________
j
**Result codes 1. Completed 4. Refused
2. Not at home 5. Partly completed
3. Deferred 6. Other (SPECIFY)
Gll
2 m4
6
□
8
1 1 1
9
1 1 1 
11
15
L J17 19
□  □ □
20 21 22
□23 □? 4
13
Scrutinized O Reinterviewed Edited □ Coded n
or spot-checked
Name Name Name Name
Date Date Dn te Da te
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101 .
103.
107.
108.
SECTION 1 , RESPONDENT'S BACKGROUND
In what month and year were vou born?
MONTH YEAR
Have you ever attended school?
Don 1t Know
I _ _ _ _ _ _ _
102. How old are you?
-------------------------1
(RECORD BEST ESTIMATE) 29
104
105.
YES Q ] NO Q ]
(SKIP TO 107)
What was the highest level of education you attained - 
primary, secondary, or university?
PRIMARY ! 1 SECONDARY OR HIGHER 
(SKIP TO 106)
E
OTHER
(SI r fy
(SKIP TO 106)
What was the highest standard vou completed at the 
level?
□
106.
(SKIP TO 107)
What was the highest certificate, diploma or degree 
that you earned?
□
□
□
□
Ethnic Origin: 
African 
Mixed
m
0
INTERVIEWER: TICK APPROPRIATE BOX
East Indian |2 | Amerindian
Other___________________ [ 5 )
(SPECIFY)
0 □
What religion do you belong to?
Roman Catholic CD Anglican a Other
Christian [CT] □
Hindu 0 Muslim 15 | (SPECIFY) 36
Other non-Christian 0 None 0
109.  Were you bo rn  i n  Guyana o r  a n o t h e r  c o u n t ry ?
GUYANA [T] ANOTHER COUNTRY |T]
j ( SKI P TO 1 3 2 )
13 0.  Where were you born?
RECORD FULL ADDRESS
111.  How many y e a r s  have you
bee n  l i v i n g  i n  t h i s  town/  
v i l l a g e ?
( IF LESS THAN ONE YEAR WRITE 0)
___________________ YEARS
(SKIP TO 201)
112. In what c o u n t ry  we t e  you born?
(COUNTRY)
113. How tn.'nv y e a r s  h; ve you been l i v i n g  
in Guyana?
( IF  LESS TH/N ONE YEAR WRITE 0)
YE/1 RS
4 4
46
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y
SECTION 2. PREGNANCY HISTORY
201. We should like to get a complete record of all the babies 
each woman has given birth to in all her life. Have you 
ever had any children?
YES [Tj NO [ 2 j
202. I mean, have you ever had a 
child, that was born alive, 
even if that child lived for 
only a short time?
YF.S [7] NO [~2~|
(SKIP TO 
207)
203. How many of the children you have given birth to now 
live with you?
204. How many of the children you have gi'*en birth to are 
still living but do not live with you?______________
205. How many of your children have died? _______
206. INTERVIEWER: SUM ANSWERS 203, 204, AND 205
AND ENTER TOTAL HERE:
□
□
49
50
52
54
(SUM)
NOW ASK:
Just to make sure I have this right, you have had
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____________ (SUM) live births in all. Is that correct?
YES NO
(PROBE AND CORRECT 
RESPONSES IF NECESSARY)
207. Have you ever had any still-births, that is a child who was 
born after at least seven months of pregnancy, but who did 
not cry or show any sign of life after it was born?
NO [T]
(SKIP TO 209)
How many such still births have you had?_____
YES [7]
208.
209. Now, some women become pregnant but, for one reason 
or another, the pregnancy ends before a full seven 
months is up, so that it does not result in the 
birth of a baby. I mean a miscarriage or abortion. 
Has this ever happened to vou?
YES m
210. How many times?
NO (T1 
(SKIP TO 211)
211. INTERVIEWER: SUM ANSWERS TO 206, 208 AND 210
AND ENTER TOTAL HERE
(SUM)
NOW ASK:
To make sure that I have this right, you have had
_____________(SUM) pregnancies in all.
Is that correct?
YES NO ,(PROBE AND CORRECT RESPONSES IF NECESSARY) 
NOTE: Difference may in some rases be due 
tc twins, triplets etc.
In such cases explain here.
IF ZERO PREGNANCIES, SKIP TO 224
IF ONE PREGNANCY, SKIP TO 212
IF TWO OR MOPE PREGNANCIES SAY:
Now I want to ask you some questions about 
each of your(SUM) pregnancies, starting with 
the first pregnancy you had and taking the 
pregnancies in the order they occurred.
ASK 212-218 FOR EACH PREGNANCY, STARTING WITH THE FIRST. 
IF TWINS, USE ONE LINE FOP EACH AND CONNECT WITH A 
BRACKET AT THE LEFT.
SECTION 3. LN I ON STAUE AND PARTNERS.
301. Have you e v e r  been m a r r ie d  l e g a l l y  o r  a c c o rd in g  Co Hindu or 
Muslim r i t e s ?
YES 0 n o  [ T j
(SKIP TO 306)
302. Are you m a r r ie d  l e g a l l y  o r  a c c o rd in g  to  Hindu o r  Muslim 
r i t e s  now?
YES 0 NO [7]
(SKIP TO 304)
304.
303. Are you and y o u r  husband  l i v i n g  t o g e t h e r  as 
man and w ife  now?
YES [T]
(SKIP TO 311. 
TICK BOX 1 IN 
AND GO TO 312)
NO |T |
311
Are you l i v i n g  w ith  a common law p a r t n e r  now? —.
( IF  RESPONDENT DOES NOT APPEAR TO UNDEPSTAND THE TERM 
COMMON LAW, ASK): Are you l i v i n g  as man and w ife  now 
w i th  a p a r t n e r  to  whom you a re  n o t  m a rr ied ?
YES 0
(SKIP TO 311. 
TICK BOX 2 IN 
AND GO TO 313;
NO \T\
305 Some women, w h i le  th ey  a re  n o t  m a r r ie d  and they d o n ' t  
have a common law p a r t n e r ,  do have a more or  le s s  
s te a d y  p a r t n e r  w i th  whom th ey  have s e x u a l  r e l a t i o n s .  
Do you have such a v i s i t i n g  p a r t n e r  now?
YES I j J
(SKIP TO 311. 
TICK BOX {T] IN 
AND GO TO 314
NO 0
(SKIP TO 311. 
TICK BOX GQ IN 
AND GO TO 316
306.
307 .
Are you l i v i n g  w i th  a common law p a r t n e r  now?
(IF  RESPONDENT DOES NOT APPEAR TO UNDERSTAND THE TERM 
COMMON LAW, ASK): Are you l i v i n g  as man and w ife  now
w ith  a p a r t n e r  to  whom you a r e  n o t  m arr ied*
TCS 0  NO 0
(SKIP TO 311.
TICK BOX (T] IN 311 
AND GO TO 313)
Some women, w h i le  they  a re  n o t  m a r r ie d  and they  d o n ' t  have a 
common law p a r t n e r ,  do have a mere o r  le s s  s t e a d y  p a r t n e r  w i th  
whem they  have s e x u a l  r e l a t i o n s .  Do you have such a v i s i t i n g  
p a r t n e r  now?
YES [I]
(SKIP TO 311.
TICK BOX [T] IN 311 
AND GO TO 314)
NO [7]
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3 0 8 .  Have you e v e r  had  su c h  a v i s i t i n g  p a r t n e r ?
YES |£ NO
309. Have you e v e r  had  a common law p a r t n e r ?
YES (T] NO [ T ]
(SKIP TO 311. (SKIP TO 311
TICK BOX H i n  311 t i c k  box H i n  311
AND GO TO 316) AND GO TO 316)
□ □
□
310. Have y o u  e v e r  h a d  a common law  p a r t n e r ?
YES [7] NO [7]
(GO TO 311. (a* TO 311
TICK BOX \ J ]  IN 311 TICK BOX \T \  IN 311
AND GO TO 316) AND END INTERVIEW)
.311 INTERVIEWER: TICK PJPPORPRIATE BOX, AND GO TO
MARRIED NOW
♦
0
1
312
COMMON LAW, NOW E 313
VISITING PARTNER, NOW [T] 314
NO PARTNER NOW, IS/WAS HARRIED^] 316
NO PARTNER NCW, WAS COMMOM LAw[~5~| 316
NO PARTNER NOV, HAD VISITING ___
PARTNER [TJ 316
NEVER HAD A PARTNER [7] END INTERVIEW
□
□
NOTE: 3 1 2 -3 1 5  ARE FOR THCSE WOMEN WHO ARE MARRIED NOW, ARE CC'MMON LAW
NCW, OR HAVE A V IS IT I N G  PARTNER NOW.
I Have you  e v e r  h ad  a common law p a r t n e r ?
( I F  RESPONDENT DOES NOT APPEAR TO UNDERSTAND THE TERM 
COMMON LAW, ASK): Have yo u  e v e r  l i v e d  as man and  w i f e
w i t h  a p a r t n e r  t o  whom you  w ere  n o t  m a r r i e d ?
YES [7] NO s
Some women, w h i l e  th e y  a r e  n o t  m a r r i e d  and d o n ' t  h a v e  a conmon law 
p a r t n e r ,  do h a v e  a more o r  l e s s  s t e a d y  p a r t n e r  w i t h  whom th e y  h a v e  
s e x u a l  r e l a t i o n s .  Have y o u  e v e r  h ad  su c h  a v i s i t i n g  p a r t n e r ?
YES [ T j NO GO
Have you had  any o t h e r  p a r t n e r s  w h e th e r  m a r r i e d ,  commonlaw, o r  
v i s i t i n g  p a r t n e r s  a p a r t  f rom  y o u r  p r e s e n t  p a r t n e r ?
YES E NO □
t
Now I  want t o  a s k  yo u  some q u e s t i o n s  
a b o u t  y o u r  p a r t n e r ,  s t a r t i n g  from  
t h e  f i r s t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  y o u  had  w i t h  
h im . (GO TO TABLE 318)
□
16
□
17
□
18
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3J 5.
NOTE:
316.
How many partners  have > ou had a l t o g e t h e r ?
(NUMBER)
1
Now I wan t  t c  ask you some q u e s t i o n s  
a b o u t  e a c h  o f  y o u r  (NUMBER) p a r t n e r s  
i n c l u d i n g  t h e  p r e s e n t  o n e ,  b u t  we w i l l  
s t a r t  w i t h  th e  f i r s t  p a r t n e r  you  e v e r  
h a d .  (GO TO TABLE- 318)
3 1 6 - 3 1 7  ARE FOR THOSE WOMEN WHO HAVE NO PARTNER NOW, BUT 
ARE/WERE MAFEIF.D, WERE COMMON LAW, OR HAD A V IS IT IN G  PARTNER.
I s  y o u r  l a s t  p a r t n e r  t h e  o n l y  one yo u  ha v e  e v e r  had  o r  
h av e  yo u  had  any o t h e r s ,  w h e t h e r  m a r r i e d ,  common law or  
v i s i t i n g  p a r t n e r s ?
MORE THAN ONE 1 ONLY ONE
Now I w en t  t o  a sk  you 
some q u e s t i o n s  ab o u t  
y o u r  p a r t n e r  (GO TO 
TABLE - 318)
317.  How many p a r t n e r s  h av e  you had  a l t o g e t h e r ?
(NUMBER)
v
Now I wan t  to  ask. yo u  son«  q u e s t i o n s  
a b o u t  ea ch  c f  y o u r  (NUMBER) p a r t n e r s  
s t a r t i n g  w i t h  the  f i r s t  p a r t n e r  you 
e v e r  h a d .  (GO TO TABLE -  318)
398.  RELIABILITY OF ANSWEIS IN SECTION 3:
GOOD [Tl FAIR I 2 | WEAK [~3~|
3 9 9 .  INTERVIEWER: T IC K  APPROPRIATE BOX:
PRESENCE OF OTHERS DURING IN1ERVIEW OF SECTION 3
(T IC K  ALL THAT APPLY) :
NO OTHERS [ 0 |
CHILDFEN UNDER 10 | 1 |
HUSBAND/PARTNER [ 2 \
OTHER MALES | X |
lHOTHER FEMALES
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SECTION 6 . WORK HISTORY
6 0 1 .  As you  know,  many women work  -  I mean a s i d e  f rom d o i n g
t h e i r  own h o u s e w o r k .  Some t a k e  up j o b s  f o r  w h i c h  t h e y  a r e  
p a i d .  O t h e r s  s e l l  t h i n g s ,  o r  h a v e  a  s m a l l  b u s i n e s s ,  o r  
work  on t h e  f a m i l y  f a rm .  Are you  d o i n g  any  s u c h  w ork  a t  
t h e  p r e s e n t  t i m e ?
fT lm  m
1 2 4
m  □
6 8
602 .
YES [ T ]  NO [~2~|
(SKIP TO 606)
INTERVIEWER: TICK APPROPRIATE BOX (SEE 206)
6 0 6 .
607 .
NO LIVE
BIRTH FT] ONE OR MORELIVE BIRTHS [T j
60 3 .
605 .
\ l /
Have y o u  e v e r  wo rke d?
YES I NO [7]
(SKIP TO 
701)
V
6 0 4 .  Have you  w o r k e d
s i n c e  t h e  b i r t h  o f  
y o u r  f i r s t  c h i l d ?
YES 1 NO [7]
(SKIP TO 
614)
I n  w h a t  y e a r  d i d  yo u  l a s t  work?  19
I w o u ld  l i k e  t o  a s k  you  some q u e s t i o n s  a b o u t  ( y o u r  p r e s e n t  
w o r k ,  t h e  l a s t  work you  d i d ) .  What  ( i s ,  w as )  y o u r  
o c c u p a t i o n  -  t h a t  i s ,  w h a t  k i n d  o f  work ( d o ,  d i d )  y o u  do?
INTERVIEWER: TICK APPROPRIATE BOX
( I F  NOT CLEAR WHETHER WORK IN 606 WAS IN FARMING OR NOT 
ASK: ( I s ,  w as )  t h i s  i n  f a m i n g ? )
□
□
WORK IN 606 WORK IN 606
FARMING I T ]  NOT IN FARMING f T ]
V  (SKIP TO 6 0 9 )
'V
^ / . i , . '  '  X. , * , *>- * * f w ' .  ;  4
YES j7] NO [ 2 ]
(SKIP TO 611)  (SKIP TO 61Ö)
□
u
18
6 0 9 .
610.
(Do,  d i d )  y o u  work  m o s t l y  a t  home o r  ( d o ,  d i d )  y o u  work  
m o s t l y  away f r om  home i n  t h a t  j o b ?
HOME \ T \  AWAY H ]
( A r e ,  w e r e )  y o u  emp lo yed  by some member o f  y o u r  f a m i l y ,  o r  
by someo ne  e l s e ,  o r  ( a r e ,  w e r e )  y o u  s e l f - e m p l o y e d ?
SOMEONE ___.
[T] ELSE [_2J
SELF-
EMPLOYED Q J
□
□FAMILYMEMBER
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6 1 1 . INTERVIEWER: TICK APPROPRIATE BOI  (SEE 2 0 6 )
NO LIVE 
BIRTH m
i
ONE OR MORE 
LIVE BIRTHS □
l
6 1 2 .  How man y y e a r s  i n
a l l  ( h a v e  y o u  w o r k e d )  
( d i d  y o u  w o r k )
( S K I P  TO 7 0 1 )
(YEARS)
6 1 3 . F o r  how many y e a r s  
i n  a l l  h a v e  y o u  
w o r k e d  s i n c e  t h e  
b i r t h  o f  y o u r  f i r s t  
c h i l d ?
(YEARS)
614
- t
Now l e t  u s  go b a c k  t o  t h e  t i m e  b e f o r e  t h e  b i r t h  o f  y o u r  
f i r s t  c h i l d .  D i d  y o u  do  a n y  w o r k  a t  a n y  t i m e  b e f o r e  y o u  
h a d  y o u r  f i r s t ,  c h i l d ?
YES 0 NO 0  
( S K I P TO 7 0 1 )
6 1 5 .
6 1 6 .
F o r  how man y y e a r s  a l t o g e t h e r  d i d  y o u  w o r k  b e f o r e  t h e  
b i r t h  o f  y o u r  f i r s t  c h i l d ?
(YEARS)
W h a t  k i n d  o f  w o r k  d i d  y o u  do m a i n l y ?
6 1 7 . W e r e  y o u  e m p l o y e d  b y  s o m e  m e m b e r  o f  y o u r  f a m i l y ,  o r  by  
s o m e o n e  e l s e ,  o r  w e r e  y o u  s e l f - e m p l o y e d ?
□
□
27  29
FAMILY r ~ l  
MEMBER l— J
SOMEONE
ELSE
S EL F-
EMPLOYED □
APPENDIX C
AGE STANDARDIZED TOTAL MEAN NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
EVER BORN TO WOMEN EVER IN A UNION BY MIGRATION STATUS 
RURAL ORIGIN, URBAN-RURAL DESTINATION AND LABOUR FORCE 
EDUCATION AND ETHNICITY.
Rural Origin
Destinations
Other
Rural Urban Georgetown
Rural
Non-
Migrants
Life-time
Migrants
Life-time
Migrants
Life-time
Migrants
Labour Force (N) (N) (N) (N)
Profess/clerical/sales 3.78 (61) 2.73 (32) 1.87(127 ) 3.10 (197)
Labour: skilled/unskilled 4.02 (31) * (11) 2.78 (35) 3.14 (79)
Services: household/other 3.05 (50) 3.10 (56) 2.67(103) 3.28 (150)
Did not work 3.83(241) 3.73 (71) 2.77(152) 3.56(1058)
Agric: self-emp/other 4.10 (60) * (3) * (14) 4.02 (193)
Not stated - - - (8)
Education
Secondary/higher 2.36(125 ) 3.33 (55) 1.97(182 ) 3.01 (459)
Primary 4+ years 3.81(206) 3.33( 101) 2.78(211) 3.67 (820)
Primary <4 years 4.21 (78) * (14) 3.11 (31) 3.93 (294)
No education 3.02 (27) * (2) * (7) 4.19 (95)
Not stated (7) (1) - (17)
Ethnicity
African 3.38 (95) 3.39(123) 2.37(189 ) 3.30 (354)
Other 4.06 (51) 2.84 (23) 2.72 (81) 3.82 (88)
East Indian 3.81(279) 3.14 (27) 2.64(161) 3.55( 1243 )
Not stated - - - -
Total (N) (443 ) (173) (431 ) (1685 )
Source: (GFS) data tape 1975. Less than 20 cases
APPENDIX D
AGE STANDARDIZED TOTAL MEAN NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
EVER BORN TO WOMEN EVER IN A UNION BY MIGRATION STATUS 
OTHER URBAN ORIGIN, URBAN-RURAL DESTINATION AND LABOUR- 
FORCE, EDUCATION AND ETHNICITY.
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Other Urban Origin
Destinations
Pural Georgetown
Other
Life-time Life time Urban
Migrants Migrants Non-migrants
Labour force (N) (N) (N)
Profess/clerical/sales * (5) * (14) * (15)
Labour: skilled/unskilled * (6) * (7) * (4)
Services: household/other * (12) * (17) * (12)
Did not work 2.56 (23) * (8) 1.65 (29)
Agric: self-emp/other ★ (3 ) * (1) -
Not stated - - -
Education
Secondary/higher 1.38 (22) 1.71 (25) 1.38 (40)
Primary 4+ years 2.85 (20) * (19) 3.56 (20)
Primary <4 years ★ (6) * (2) -
No education ★ (1) * (1) -
Not stated - - -
Ethnicity
African 3.38 (24) 2.23 (34) 2.56 (43)
Other * (9) * (7) * (7)
East Indian ★ (16) * (6) *(10)
Not stated - — -
Total (N) (49) (47) (60)
Source: (GFS) data tape 1975. ★ — Less than 20 cases •
APPENDIX E
AGE STANDARDIZED TOTAL MEAN NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
EVER BORN TO WOMEN EVER IN A UNION BY MIGRATION STATUS 
GEORGETOWN ORIGIN, URBAN-RURAL DESTINATION AND LABOUR- 
FORCE, EDUCATION AND ETHNICITY.
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Georgetown Origin
Destinations
Rural
Other
Urban
Georgetown
Non-
Migrants
Life-time
Migrants
Life-time
Migrants
Labour force (N) (N) (N)
Profess/clerical/sales 3.61 (26) * (4) 2.04(151 )
Labour: skilled/unskilled * (8) * (4) 2.67(116)
Services: household/other * (19) * (11 ) 2.79(116 )
Did not work 3.35 (58) * (15) 2.73(194)
Agric: seif-emp/other * (3 ) - * (6)
Not stated (1) - (3)
Education
Secondary/higher 1.70 (49) * (15) 2.17(297)
Primary 4+ years 3.23 (52) * (19) 3.03(207)
Primary <4 Years * (13) - * (16)
No education - - * (4)
Not stated (1) — (3)
Ethnicity
African 3.08 (51) 3.24 (28) 2.59(297 )
Other * (16) * (4) 2.38 ( 124 )
East Indian 3.49 (48) * (2) 2.83(106)
Not stated - - -
Total (N) (115) (34) (527)
Source: (GFS) data tape 1975. * = Less than 20 cases.
APPENDIX F
AGE STANDARDIZED TOTAL MEAN NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
EVER BORN TO WOMEN EVER IN A UNION BY MIGRATION STATUS 
RURAL DESTINATION, URBAN-RURAL ORIGIN AND LABOUR-FORCE 
EDUCATION AND ETHNICITY.
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Fural Destination
Origins
Other
Rural Urban Georgetown
Rural
Non­
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Labour force (N) (N) (N) (N)
Profess/clerical/sales 3.78 (61) * (5) 3.61 (26) 3.10 (197)
Labour: skilled/unskilled 4.02 (31) * (6) * (8) 3.14 (79)
Services: household/other 3.05 (50) *(12) * (19) 3.28 (150)
Did not work 3.83(241) 2.56(23) 3.35 (58) 3.56(1058)
Agric: self-emp/other 4.10 (60) * (3) * (3) 4.02 (193)
Not stated - - (8)
Education
Secondary/higher 2.36(125 ) 1.38(22 ) 1.70 (49) 3.01 (459)
Primary 4+ years 3.81(206) 2.85 ( 20 ) 3.23 (52) 3.67 (820)
Primary <4 years 4.21 (78) * (6) * (13) 3.93 (294)
No education 3.02 (27) * (1) - 4.19 (95)
Not stated (7) - (1 ) (17)
Ethnicity
African 3.38 (95) 3.38(24) 3.08 (51) 3.30 (354)
Other 4.06 (51) * (9) 3.49 (48) 3.82 (88)
East Indian 3.81(297) *( 16) * (16) 3.55(1243 )
Not stated - - - -
Total (N) (443 ) (49) (115) (1685 )
Source: (GFS) data tape 1975. * = Less than 20 cases.
APPENDIX G
AGE STANDARDIZED TOTAL MEAN NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
EVER BORN TO WOMEN EVER IN A UNION BY MIGRATION STATUS, 
GEORGETOWN DESTINATION, URBAN/RURAL ORIGIN AND LABOUR- 
FORCE , EDUCATION AND ETHNICITY.
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Other Urban destination
Origins
Pural Georgetown Other
Urban
Non­
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Labour force (N) (N) (N)
Profess/clerical/sales 2.73 (32) * (4) * (15)
Labour: skilled/unskilled * (11) * (4) * (4)
Services: houshold/other 3.10 (56) * (11 ) * (12)
Did not work 3.73 (71) * (15) 1.65 (29)
Agri: self-emp/other * (3) -
Not stated - - -
Education
Secondary/higher 3.33 (55) * (15) 1.38 (40)
Primary 4+ years 3.33(101) * (19) 3.57 (20)
Primary <4 years * (14) - -
No education * (2) - -
Not stated (1 ) - -
Ethnicity
African 3.39(123 ) 3.24 (28) 2.56 (43)
Other 2.84 (23) * (4) * (7)
East Indian 3.14 (27) * (2) * (10 )
Not stated - - -
Total (N) (173) (34) (60 )
* SSSource: (GFS) data tape 1975 Less than 20 cases
APPENDIX H
AGE STANDARDIZED TOTAL MEAN NUMBER OF CHILDREN 
EVER BORN TO WOMEN EVER IN A UNION BY MIGRATION STATUS, 
GEORGETOWN DESTINATION, URBAN-RURAL ORGIN AND LABOUR FORCE, 
EDUCATION AND ETHNICITY.
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Georgetown destination
Origins
Pural
Other
Urban
Georgetown
Non­
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Life-time
migrants
Labour force (N) (N) (N)
Profess/clerical/sales 1.87( 127 ) * (14) 2.04(151)
Labour: skilled/unskilled 2.78 (35) * (7) 2.67 (57)
Services: household/other 2.67(103) * (17) 2.79(116)
Did not work 2.77(152) * (8) 2.73(194)
Agri: self-emp/other * (14) * (1 ) * (6)
Not stated — — (3)
Education
Secondary/higher 1.97(182 ) 1.71 (25) 2. 17(297 )
Primary 4+ years 2.78(211) * (19) 3.03(207)
Primary <4 years 3.11 (31) * (2) * (16)
No education * (7) * (1) * (4)
Not stated - - * (3 )
Ethnicity
African 2.37( 189 ) 2.23 (34) 2.59(297)
Other 2.72 (81) * (7) 2.38(124)
East Indian 2.64(161 ) * (6) 2.83(106)
Not stated - - -
Total (N) (431 ) (47) (527)
Source: (GFS) data tape 1975 * = Less than 20 cases •
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